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ABSTRACT .

' The main objective of this study was the development

of an evaluation and reporting system that would provide information
considered to be meaningful to those involved at the local, district,
state, and federal levels. Subobjectives are to determine the amount

; and type of evaluation information need=d at each level to assess the

- ability and willingness of education agencies to ‘report the
information desired by higher levels, and to devise evaluation
techniques ard procedures which could be iamplemented in Title I

/ -~ settings. The evaluation and reporting system was presented to

' appropriate personnel in nine State Departments of Education and to

, an advisory panel representing additional local and state agencies.

) Attitudes toward the system are reported as very favorable and are
interpreted as indicators of success in achieving the study's
.objectives. A followup project has been initiated that will involve,
‘among other things, further refinement of the system developed. Ways

. .of extending its flexibility have been identified, and work is in
progress to enhance both the utility and acceptability of the systenm.
Presently, the prognosis is seen to appear excellent in that the:

_system will be widely adopted in the next few years resulting in
vastly improved Title I evaluation and reporting practices. Tables
providing raw data and appendices containing the instruments and
scales used are incliuded. {(Author/AM) ¢
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which became
law in 1965, authorizes financial assistance to Local Educatipn'Ageﬁcies
QPEAS) that have concentrations of economically disadvantaged children. The
aﬁthorized funds are used to provide programs specifically designed to meet

]
the special needs of educationally disadvantaged children.

Title I is a categorical grant program that appropriates funds to
State Education Agencies (SEAs) for distribution to their eligible and par-
ticipating LEAs which, in turn, bear primary responsibility for designing,
implementing, and evaluating local projects. In their applications to
State Education Agencies, LEAs must provide assurances that they will comply
with Title I regulations, guidelines, and program criteria.” States, in turn,
are required to provide assurances to the U. S. Office of Education (USOE)
that they will monitor LEA compliance with Title I directives, furnish
technical assistance to LEAs, and submit annual statewide program evalua-

tion reports to USOE.

"Title I legislation requires annual or periodic evaluations of the pro- -
gram at each of the various levels of its administration. LEAs are required
to evaluate their local programs and submit evaluation reports to their SEAs
on an‘annual basis. States are required to aggregate local data andisubmit
a periodic State Title I Evaluation Rgport to USOE. On the basis of Stat'/
Reports; surveys conducted- by the National Center for Educational/Statistics,
and special studies, USOE is required to provide an annual report to Congress

on the national impact of the program.

It has become increasingly clear in recent years that, despite con-
siderable effort, an adequate assessment of Title I has yet to-be accom-
plished. The State Reports have not been successful in fulfilling their
potential as a source of information on program effectiveness. This failure
is due in part to the quality of the inputs from the LEAs, problems in the

methods used to aggregate data across school districts, and differences N

from state to state with respect to both the information reported and the




formats adopted for its presentation. Guidelines provided by USOE were
inadequate to achieve the objectives of standardized content and formats

and were abandoned in 1971.

National surveys were equally unsuccessful in producing valid data
regarding the nationwide impact of the Title I program. Two such survéys
(USDHEW/OE, 1970; & Glass, 1970).were able to obtain meaningful cognitive
impact data on only 9% and 7.5% of the population served, respectively.
These samples, unfortunately, weré not only small, they were non-repre-

sentative as well, and thus provided no useful picture of overall program

effectiveness.

Soecial studies have also proved inconclusive, and one recent attempt
to synthesize all existing evaluation data relevant to Title I (Wargo,

Tallmadge, Michaels, Lipe, & Morris, 1972) concluded:

Analysis of all possibly relevant data sources immediately
indicated that nationally representative and valid jmpact
data are simply not available and that some data relating
to participation and_ expenditures also suffer from severe
limitations (p. 32). '

Obviously, the failure of past attempts to obtain adequate evaluation
data has not diminished the need for such information. On the contrary,
there appears to be an increasing insistence that the program be meaning-

fully evaluated. The Education Amendments of 1974 (P.L. 93-380), for

example, specify that:

"Sec. 151. (a) The Commissioner shall provide for independent
evaluations which describe and measure the impact of programs
and projects assisted under this title. Such evaluations may be
provided by contract or other arrangements, and all such evalua-
tions shall be made by competent and independent persons, and
shall include, whenever possible, opinions obtained from program
‘or project participants about the strengths and weaknesses of
such programs or projects.

1 Wargo, M. J., Tallmadge, G. K., Michaels, D. D., Lipe, D., & Morris, S. J.
ESEA Title I: A reanalysis and synthesis of evaluation data from

fiscal year 1965 through 1970. Palo Alto, Calif.: American Institutes
for Research, March 1972, (AIR-27400-3/72-FR)
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" (b) The Commissioner shall develop and publish stan- <
dards for evaluation of ‘program or project effectiveness in
achieving the objectives of this title.

" (c) The Commissioner shall, where appropriate, consult
with State agencies in order to provide for jointly sponsored
obJectlve evaluation studies of programs and projects a331sted
under this title within a State. ‘

" (d) The Commissioner shall provide to State educational
agencies, models for evaluations of all programs conducted under
this title, for their use in carrying out their functions under sec-
tion 143(a), which shall include uniform procedures and criteria
to be utilized by local edccational agencies, as well as by the
State agency .in the evaluation of such programs.

" (e) The Commissioner shall provide such technic&dl and
other assistance as may be necessary to State educational agencies
to enable them to assist local educational agencies in the develop-
ment and application of a systematic evaluation of programs in
accordance with the models developed by the Commissioner.

" (f) The models developed by the Commissioner shall
specify objective criteria which shall be utilized in the evaluation
of all programs and shall outline techniques (such as longitudinal
studies of children involved in such programs) and methodology (such
as the use of tests which yield comparable results) for producing
data which a;e'comparable on a statewide and nationwide basis.

The intent of this legislation seems clear--not only with respect to the

objective of obtaining good evaluation data, but regarding the manner in

which the déta should be compiled as well.

While the present study was initiated prior to the existence of the
legislative mandate cited above, it was motivated by the same felt need for
better information concerning the largest federal program providing éupport
for education. The study was also undertaken“in the belief that the state
reporting systea constituted the single mosELGEable source for obtaining the

desired information.

Normally, almost all Title I activities are evaluated in one way or
another at the local level, and some type of evaluation report is passed up
from LEAs to SEAs. It has generally also been true that where Title I 
activities are directed at the basic skill areas of reading and math, the
evaluations have included some form of achievement testing. Finally, it has
been the assumptioﬁ of at least some investigators working in the field that
evaluators and project administrators alike are sincere in their efforts to

assess the impact of their Title I projects on participating 'pupils.



Given these conditions and assumptions, it seemed both reasonable
and appfopriate to attempt to design an evaluation and reporting syétem
suitable for nationwide implementation at local, district, state, and
federal levels. It also seemed reasonable to expect that such a system,
if adequately constructed and "installed,'" could satisfy many, if not most

of the evaluation needs of the Title I program at all levels.

Objectives of the Study

From what has been said above, it should be clear that the single,
over—arching objective pf the present ctudy was to develop an evaluation
and reporting system that would provide meaningful information to those
involﬁed at each level of the process. Implicit in this goal, although
perhaps not immediately obvious, Were the several sub-objectives of (a) de-
termining the amount and type of evaluation information needed at each level
of the program's administrative hierarchy, (b) assessing the ability and
w1111ngness of education agencies at each level to report the information
desired by the higher levels, and (c) devising evaluatlon techniques and
procedures which could be implemented in Title I settings and which would
yield meaningful, valid, and useful data. Unless eagh of these sub-objec~
tives could be achieved with a high degree of succesé, it was clear that
there éould be l1little hope for the overall success of the research and

development effort.

. In purguing these goals, it was clearly appropriate to examine past
State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports. As a logical outgrowth of this
activity, the USOE-prepared Work Statement called for evaluating these
reports along severai relevant dimensions, aggregating whatever valld
‘and comparable data could be extracted from them, and examlnlng any trends
‘which might be found with respect to reporting practices and the content
of reports. The activities associated with this objective, while of only
indirect relevance to the degign'of a model evaluation and réporéing

system, consumed a very large proportion of the total contract effort.

.
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. Methodology and Results

‘The task of determining the amount and'type of evaluation information
needed at each level of the Title I administrativefhierarchy was accomplished
somewhat more rigorously at the national than at other levels. Interviews
were held with educational policy makers in order to learn their information

requirements regarding Title I operations and effects.

Among those interviewed wefe a small number of federal legislators and
senior professional staff members of all of the legislative committees and
subcommittees involved with the ESEA Title I program. Most of the senior
Titie I program personngl/in the U. S. Office of Education, and many others
iq DHEW and USOE who have responsibility for Title I legislation, regulationms,

guidelines, program criteria;.and/or evaluation were interviewed as well.

While the list of interviewees was certainly not all-inclusive--particularly

with respect to Senators and Congressmen involved in educational legislation--

it was felt to be sufficiently large and representative to reflect current
thinking at the federal level. This view was reinforced by the substantial
consensus observed among the interviewed policy makers on‘nearly all of the

issues discussed.

The interviewé were unstructured to give the interviewers freedom to
discuss any topic of concern and to prevent possible preconceptions of the
research staff from shaping or limiting interview coverage. While this
approach unquestionably had ﬁerit, it unfortunately precluded a precise
tallying of attitudes regarding spécific issues. ‘It was evident, qonetheless,
that for nearly all of those interviewed the single most pressing concern
was for some sort of measure of progrém impact on the children served. The

comment was freqdently encountered that after some ten years of program

operation, it seemed only reasonable to have some objective and representa-

tive data regarding student outcomes.

‘There was also almost universal concern for information about the
number of children served, the adequacy with which their needs had been
assessed, the services offered to them, and the costs associated with Title I
projects and programs. While these concerns were expressed by almost every-

one, it was clear that the continued existence of at least marginally ade-




quate information in these areas over the years had not produced the same
feelings of urgency and frustration that emerged in discussions about im-

- pact data.

A number of other concerns were brought up by one or more of those
interviewed. For the moest part these concerns. related to what might be termed
the conditions of success. There was interest in such issues as whether
it was better to serve children in early grades rather than latér in their
school careers, whethgr there was a clear-cut relationship between per-
pupil expéﬁditures ana‘gains,'And whether the intensity and/or duration of
Title I treatments were crucial to their success. The inputs and effects
of Parent Advisofy Councils was another significant area of concern, but it

was brought up by fewer than fifty percent of those interviewed.

The conclusions to be drawn froﬁ the policy interviews were clear
and unambiguous. ~ The highest priority in developiné a model evaluation and -
reporting system should be given to the assessment of Title I impact on
the participating students. Considerable effort should also be given to
methods for collecting and reporting information on Title I participation,
resource allocation, and needs assessment. Then, to the extent possible,
means should be developed for identifying possible relationships between |

program input variables and student outcomes.

" No first-hand data were cbllectéd regarding the information needs of

state, district, or local school personnel involved in the administration

6f Title I projects or programs. These needs were inferred from the contents
f="' of the many local, district, and state evaluation reports which were read

during the course of the study. -Since most of these réports were prepared

in the absence of guidelines or requirements impesed by higher levels, it

seemed'reasonable to assume that they contained information which their

originators considered relevant and useful. ' Not surprisingly, it was found

. that these reports contained much the same kind of information which was

ks ;"wanted at the federal level, although there were gross variations in the
data breakdowns and reporting formats used.
The task of assessing the ability and willingness of schools, districts,
and states to report the amount and kind of information desired by each
higher administrative level was also accomplished largély'through careful
6
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reading and analysis of evaluation reports. Nearly 200 State Title I
Annual Eyaiﬁéﬁion Reports for fiscal years 1971, 1972, 1973, and 1974 were

examined as were many local-level evaluations. The variation in reporting

practices was extreme, and report content ranged from near zero to the

inclusion of more information than could conceivably be useful in any large-
scale aggregation. Unfortunately, while it was clear that some agehciee
were‘able and willing to report large amounts of highly detailed information,
it seemed equally likely that others could not or would not. From the docu~
ments alone, it was not possible to determine the amount and type of infor-

mation it would be reasonable to expect all states to report.

A second.issue which could not be adequately assessed through review

of existing documentation was the extent of influence which SEAs exert over

the LEAs within their jurisdiction. The two questions together comprised
the basis for telephone inquiries directed to fifty-four State Title I
Coordinators?. Using an open-ended, unstructured interview technique,
information was sought regarding the amount and type of data which each
state felt was reasonable.to report. Relationships between each SEA and its

LEAs were also explored.

In gross and somewhat oversimplified terms, the conelusions reached
from the telephone interviews were that (a) standardization of reporting
content and format appeared feasible in all areas except impact; (b) while
some states perceived no great problem in adopting statewide testing and
evaluation practices, others felt local autonomy was essential; (c) some
states were moving strongly toward the use of criterion-~referenced tests
for Title I evaluations while others were equally strong advocates of
standardized tests; and (d) the meaningfulness, aecuracy,‘and validiFy of
the reported data would be inversely related to the amount requested. These
conclusions, coupled with the information expressed by the educational
policy makers interviewed in Washington provided important design objectives

for the model evaluation and reporting system.

Review of the State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports was an important

1 Coordinators in American Samoa, Guam, and the Trust Territory were not
contacted.



step in establishing design objectives for an improved reporting system.
This task, however, was undertaken in substantially more depth than would
have been necessary had that been the only objective to be achieved. The

review also served the following additional purposes:

a. It provided a systematic examination of all State )
Title I Annual Evaluation Reports submitted for !
fiscal years 1970 through 1974 in terms of their
content, the adequacy (representativeness) of the
data they contained, the extent to which they
addressed relevant policy issues, and their
general readability.

b. It involved the preparation of critical sum-
maries of each report for use in providing
feedback to the author states.

c. It examined trends (or lack of them) in
reporting practices.

d.. It provided aggregations of data on Title I
participation, resource allocation, and impact
to the extent that the quality of the reported
data and the comparability of reporting formats
permitted.

Once it was determined that the most imporéant information need of
educational policy makers in Washington was for impact data afid that it
would be undesirable, if not impossibie, to get all SEAs and LEAs to adopt

~a single evaluatioh procedure, work began on the design of an evaluation
and reporting system which cguld accommodaté these constraints. Most im-
portant, of course, was the requirement that the data generated through
implementation of the system be reliable and valid. Unless that objective
could be achieved, all others would become meaningless. It was also impor-
tant to develop a means for aggregating impact data across reporting units

so that useful summaries could be prepared.

Two RMC reports developed in conjunction with an earlier USOE/OPBE
contract documented the hazards and constraints associated with carrying

out valid impact assessments of educational projects (Tallmadge & Horst,

CERIC 1
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1974; Horst, Tallmadge, & Wood, 1975)1. The latter of these reports also
outlined several evaluation designs which could feasibly be implemented
in Title I contexts and which would yield valid and interpretable results.
These designs formed the basis for the impact assessment portion of the

prototype system.

The system was designed so that any one of three evaluation models
coqld be selected at the state, local, or even at the classroom level while
other models could be chosen at other sites. Furthermore; two of the three
models could be used with either standardized achievement tests or other
types of tests for which no normative data were available, (e.g., criterion-
or objectives-referenced tests). The models were all constructed to yield a
measure of treatment effect defined as the difference between observed
post-treatment performance (posttest scores) and an estimate of what per-
formance would have been without the special instructional treatment. The
models differ only with respect to the manner in which this no-treatment

expectation is generated.

Since the mgdels all produce the same kind'of impact measure, it would
be possible to aggregate data across models using a simple additive process
if all evaluations used the same test instrument. Since, however, one of
the design objectives was to permit different sites to use different tests,

a means had to be devised for gxpressing scores from different tests in
terms of a common metric. The metric which was chosen for this purpose ¢

was the national distribution of achievement levels. .

The publishers of standardized achievement tests always provide tables
whereby raw test scores can be converted into indices (usually percentiles)

which define the status of individuals or groups with respect to a nationally

representative sample of their age or grade-level peers. Since an individual
or a group is likely to achieve a score approximately the same relative dis-

tance above or below the national norm regardless of which particular stan-

1 Tallmadge, G. K., & Horst, D. P. ié procedural guide for wvalidating
achievement gains in educational projects (Revised). Los Altos, Calif.:
RMC Research Corporation, December, 1974, (Technical Report- No. UR-240).

Horst, D. P., Tallmadge, G. K., & Wood, C. T. A practicél guide to
measuring project impact on student achievement. Report 573-586, Wash-

ington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1975.
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dardized test is used (assuming the tests cover comparable subject matter
areas), these status indicators can be meaningfully aggregated using
appropriate statistical procedures, whereas such aggregation would be
meaningless using raw test scores. With standardized achievement tests,
then, simply converting raw scores to scores reflecting status with respect
to the national distribution solves the problem 6f the common metric and

enables the aggregation of impact data across different test instruments.

The aggregation problem is somewhat more complex where criterion-
or objectives-referenced tests are used since, generally, no nationally
representative normative data are available for these instruments. Two
of the three evaluation designs included in the system were suitable for
generating a no—-treatment expectation and, thus, a measure of the treat-
ment effect using unstandardized tests. The resulting measure, however,
would be expressed in terms of raw scores rather than the desifed common
metric. To convert the raw score gain to the common metric, it would be
necessary to know how a nationally representative sample of children would
perform on the test. However, since-unstandardized tests héve by defini—
tion not been administered to nationally representative samples, it was
necessary to devise a means of estimating the perférmance of such groups

from other data sources.

The estimation technique developed to serve this purpoée required that
scores be collected for treatmemnt group children on a standardized achieve-
ment fest as well as on the unstandardized instrumert used for pre- and
posttesting. The second step of the estimation process entailed calcu-
lating measures of the variability of scores (standard deviations) obtained
by the treatment group on the standardized test as well as on the un-
standardized posttest. The standard deviation of the nationally repre-
sentative sample on the standardized test was next obtained from the test
publisher's manual. Under the assumption that that the ratio of the
standard deviation of scores for the treatment group to the standard
deviation_of scores for the nationally representative sample would Be the

same for the unstandardized as for the standardized'test, it was then a

simple matter to compute the needed estimate of the performance (standard

’deviation) of a nationally representative sample on the unstandardized test.
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Once this estimate was calculated, measures of treatment effects
obtained from unstandardized tests could be expressed in terms of the same
common metric as that devised for use with standardized achievement test
saoreé. Té do so required only that the raw score treatmeﬁb—effect measure
be divided by the estimated standard deviation for a nationally representé—

tive sample.

Once the common metric was developed, a few additional steps were
taken to convertbthe scores into a form which was both easier to work with
and easier to interpret than that which resulted directly from the com-
putational procedures described above. The final common-metric scale has
the same range (1 to 99) and midpoint (50) as the percentile scale and has
the additional statistically desirable characteristic of possessing equal-
intervdl score values (a characteristic not shared by the percentile scale).
Values on the final, transformed scale were given the name, Normal Curve
Equivalents (of percentiles) or NCEs. They can be interpreted in much
the same way as percentiles since, on the average, one NCE equals one

percentile.

After the system wés developed conceptually‘and appeared to meet all
of the design objectives set for it, work began on laying out procedures
for its implementation. Preliminary forms were developed for recording,
analyzing, and reporting data on participation, expenditures, personnel and
training, Parent Advisory Councils,!and impact. Detailed instructions
were also prepared to facilitate filling out the forms correctly and

consistently.

Separate sets of forms and instructions were developed for use at the
project level, the LEA level, and the SEA level. Separate forms and in-
structions were also prepared for each of the three evaluation models and
for the variations which enabled two of the models to be implemented with

unstandardized as well as with standardized tests.

The preliminary forms and instructions were reviewed by representa-
tives of USOE and the project's Policy Advisory Panel, and revisions were
made in accordance with their recommendations. The system was then taken
| to nine SEAs selected to represent different evaluation situations and !

approachés. The system was presented and explained in detail to appro-

11 ' ‘ : .
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priate SEA personnel, and théir comments and suggestions were solicited.
A second revision was made to the system after the comments and suggestions
received from the nine SEAs were reviewed by USOE and Advisory Panel per-

sonnel.

Summary and Conclusions

Analyses were conducted of (a) the information needs of educational
policy makers regarding ESEA Title I operations and impact and (b) the
wiIlingness and.abiliéy of educational agencies at different levels to

. provide reliable, valid, and consistently formatted data relevant to these
'needs. Based on these analyses, design characteristics were established
for a new Title I evaluation and reporting system which would meet as many
of the expressed information needs of the policy makers as possible within the
constraints stated or implied by the agencies who would provide the data.
Additional systém design requirements were derived from technical con-

siderations relating to education measurement and evaluation design.

An evaluation and reporting system was developed which appeared to
meet all of the design objectives established for it. It includes stan-
dardized forms and procedures for reporting information on participation,
expenditures, personnel and training, and Parent Advisory Councils. It
also provides three evaluation designs, twb of which can be implemented
with either standardized or unstandardized test instruments, which will
yield valid and comparable impact data. Finally, it incofporates a method
for expressing all impact data in terms of a common metric thus enabling
the aggregation of information across schools, districts, and states while
allowing freedom of choice at all levels as to the evaluation désign and

N

test instrument to be used. o

The evaluation and reporting system was presented to appropriate
personnel in nine State Departments of Education and tb an Advisory Panel
£Epresenting additional SﬁAs, LEAs, and other groups concerned with Title I
evaluation. While many comments and suggestions for revision were received,
it appeared in general that attitudes toward the system were very favorable.
Several SEAs expressed an eagerness to adopt the system immediately and

nearly all wanted to participate in a field test of the system which may
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be undertaken in the future. These reactions were substantially more
positive than had been anticipated at the beginﬁing of the contract effort
and were interpreted as indicators of success in achieving the study's

objectives.

A follow-on project has been initiated which will involve, among

other things, further refinement of the developed system. Ways of ex-

tending its flexibility have been identified, and work is currently in
progress to enhance both the utility and the acceptability of the system.
At the present time, the prognosis appears excellent both that the system
will be widely adopted in the next few years and that its adoption will

result in vastly improved Title I evaluation and reporting practices.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Since passage of its enacting legislation in 1965, Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act has been the largest federal pro-
gram providing support for education. Designed to serve educationally
diéadvantaged children in schools serving economically disadvantaged pop-
ulations, fhe program has long been the center of continuing controversy

. encompassing many techrical, political, and even ethical issues.

The often heated debates which have arisen over the Title I program
have stimulated many attempts to assemble evaluative information about it.
However, as pointed out by Wargo, Tallmadge, Michaels, Lipe, and Morris
(1972), all evaluations have had serious methodological deficiencies.
Often they have amounted to no mbfe than collections of anecdotal infor-
mation from which no meaningful inferences could be drawn. The cited re-

port concluded:

Analysis of all possibly. relevant data sources immediately indi-
cated that nationally representative and valid impact data are
simply not available and that some data relating to participation
and expenditures also suffer from severe limitations [p. 32 ].

Obviously, the‘failure of past attempts to obtain adequate evaluation
data has not diminished the need for such information. On the contrary,
there appears to be an increasing insistence that the program be meaniﬁg—
fully evaluated. The Education Amendments of 1974 (P.L. 93-380),‘for
example, specify that:

"Sec. 151. (a) The Commissioner shall provide for independent
evaluations which describe and measure thejimpact of programs
and projects assisted under this title. Such evaluations may be
provided by contract or other arrangementsj and all such evalua-
tions shall be made by competent and indepemdent persons, and
shall include, whenever possible, opinions obtained from program
or project participants about the strengths and weaknesses of
such programs or projects. ) ' '

" (b) The Commissioner shall develop and publish stan-
dards for evaluation of program or project effectiveness in
achieving the objectives of this title.

" (¢) The Commissioner shall, where appropriate, consult
with State agencies in order provide for jointly spjpsored

]




objective evaluation studies of programs and projects assisted
under this title within a State. )

" (d) The Commissioner shall provide to State educational
agencies; models for. evaluations of all programs conducted under
this title, for their use 1in carrying out their functions under sec-
tion 143(a), which shall include uniform procedures and criteria
to be utilized by local educational agencies, as well as by the
State agency in the evaluation of such programs.

" (e) The Commissioner shall provide such technical and
other assistance as may be necessary to State educational agencies
to enable them to assist local educational agencies in the develop-
ment and application of a systematic evaluation of programs in
accordance with the models developed by the Commissioner.

" (£) The models developedaby the Commissioner shall
specify objective criteria which shall be utilized in the evaluation
of all programs and shall oufline techniques (such as longitudinal
studies of children involved. in such programs) and methodology (such
as the use of tests which yield comparable results) for producing
data which are comparable on a statewide and nationwide basis.

The intent of this legislation seems clear--not only with respect to the

objective of obtaining good evaluation data, but regarding the manner in

which the data should be compiled as well.

While nationwide surveys have been attempted in the past (e.g.,
USDHEW/OE, 1970; Giass; 1970) they have been particularly unsatisfactory.
The two national surveys. discussed by Wargo et al. (1972) covered fiscal
years 1968 and 1969 and provided meaningful cognitive impact daEa on only
9% and ' 7.5% of the pépulation éervéd respectively. These samples, of
course, were nonrepresentative of the population as a whole and thus pro-

vided no useful picture of overall progra@feffectiveness.

The usefulness of other data source% was also assessed by the Wargo
et al. (1972) report which concluded that. ""State Title I Annual Evaluation
Reports...represented the largest source of potentially useful data avail-
able in a set of apparently homogeneous reports [p. 34]." While it was
clear from the analyses included in the study that the reports in no way
lived up to their potential, there is agreement in many circles that the
potential does exist and substantially exceeds that of survey‘approaches.:
It was, in fact, the belief that much of this potential could be realized
through improvement and standardization of state evaluations and reporting

practices which led to initiation of the present study. It was the same




belief, presumably, which led to the specific legislative foundations
quoted above. Thus, while the research was initiated prior to the

legislative mandate, agreement was high with respect to both objectives

and approach.

The objectives of this study were to summarize the overall impact
of Title I programs to the extent possible from FY 69-74 State Title.I
Annual Evaluation Reports, and to design an improved reporting system
"which would increase the amount and usefulness of data contained in
future State Reports. Phasee I and II of the fesearch were primarily
addressed to the first of these objectives while the third and fourth

phases were directed toward the more important latter objective.

The research and development activities of the stﬁdy were all
oriented toward the ultimate objective of achieving meaningful and valid
nationwide assessments of Title I impact through optimization of state

and local-level reporting systems. In working toward this objective,

the reports for 1969-74 were examined and analyzed for trends, and the feasi-

bility of alternative procedures and practices were investigated through
direct contact with cognizant'SEA personnel. The recommendations and
model reporting eystem resulting from these activities represent a con-
certed attempt té reflect system output priorities, the practical time

and monetary constraints existing at each level of the reporting system,
the technical measurement and sampling considerations required for drawing
valid inferences, and even the personal preferences of evaluators at

all levels to the extent that they can be accommodated without com-

promising other féatures of the system.

In the follo&ing chapters, the activities of each phase of the study
are described in detail. At the end of each section, conclusions and
recommendations resulting from that phase of the etudy are presented,
although in many cases these recommendations were revised or dropped
at a later poirnt in the study. This report, then, provides a record
of all the'processes which contributed to the model reporting system, in-
cluding the particular activities or inputs which resulted in decisions
about what types Of‘information should be included in or excluded from

the reporting models.
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IT. PHASE I

Summary of Phase I Task$

The first phase of- this stu&y encompassed six tasks. Most of them
closely paralleled analyses undertaken by Wargo and his colleagues (1972)
and were, in.fact, designed to permit comparison of findings across time
‘periods covered by the two studies. :The first task was to analyze the
content of the State Title I Reports and entailed tabulating information

on program participation, resource allocation, “and impact. The goal of
this task and the corresponding analyses conducted by Wargo et al. (1972)
was to_compile whatever useful information the State Reports contained

so as to synthesize a nationwide- picture of Title I"operation'and impact.

The first part of ‘this study involved ma}ing a content analysis of
the State Reports to identify the types of population vharacteristics
which were.reported and to determine whether these characteristics could
be aggregated across most of the states. The results of the study, how-
ever, ‘showed that there were serious discrepancies between the State Re—
por%s which precluded the aggregation of informatign across more than a
few states at a time. A similar finding in the earlier study by the Ameri—
can Institutes for Research’ (AIR) led the authors to conclude:

In summary, state reports provide only a minimum amount. of pop-

ulation characteristic information that is comparable” across_

states and fiscal years. Also, those data that are reported

are greatly reduced in value by the confusion as to whether their

population counts are duplicated or unduplicated. Finally, as

a result of the duplicated/unduplicated count problem, determina-

tion of interrelationships between population characteristics

and other variables across states are subject to inaccuracies that
are indeterminable (Wargo, et al., 1972, p. 35.)

The AIR investigators also examined the breakdowns for expenditures

| and for the typeg of evaluation designs and tests used by the states. Their
results againAshoWed that the states had few consistent procedures for )
reporting expenditures and evaluation programs. Hence, the content analysis
conducted by AIR revealed that it was not possible to fulfill the national
evaluation requirements of Title I because the information contained in

most reports could not be aggregated across the states. The content
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analysis conducted in conjunction wlth the present &tudy indicates that
the states have not become significantly more consistent in terms of ¢
.selecting similar population characteristics and evaluation techniques.
This conclusion was reached by comparing the. data from the last four

years with the AIR data.

The second task, evaluating the adequacy and validity of the reported

data, also followed the earlier AIR work and made use of the Data Adequacy
and Validity Scale emplo&ed in that study. The scale was used to assess .
the representativeness of ‘the evaluation samples described in the reports
andfto determine the extent to which cognitive benefit information was
related to target group characteristics, types of projects, and total-or
.’per—pupil costs. The results of the;AIR evaluation again showed that
there were serious problems concerning the validity of the data reported '

v

by most states, and the authors concluded _ »

-

Sampling considerations, unfortunately, were not the only factors
limiting the usefulness of reported cognitive data. Variations
in experimental design, types of scores reported, and analytical
unit (e.g., .grade level, prOJect regular/summer) not only made
the pooling of information across states difficult or impossible
but, in some cases, actually precluded any meaningful interpre-
tation of the data presented (Wargo, et al., 1972, p. 174.)

The present study involved rating the states' FY 71, 72, 73 and 74 .
reports and included a trend analysis across the six years covered by the
two studies. Again the more recent reports reflected essentially the
same problems as were described by AIR, and there were no. 1dent1f1able
trends toward more valid or consistent evaluation or reporting practices

across the years. ’ : : S

The third task was determining whether important policy issues were

discussed in the reports. Information about which issues were "important"

came from interviews conducted by RMC staff.members with key officials
in H.E.W. and U.S.0.E. as well as with federal-level legislators and their

professional staffs.

There was substantial agreement among the individuals interviewed as .

to which policy issues were the most relevant. In essence, the major

concerns expressed were centered on the necessity of knowing how Title I




funds are being sﬁent, how target groups have been definéd,.how needs of
the groups have been assessed, and whether the treatments have resulted

in significant educational gains. The greatest emphasis was placed on the |
last of these areas and most of the interviewees expressed a felt need

for impact data to be presented at the project level.

The Policy Relevance Scale was constructed by listing the impo;tant
issues and weighting them to reflect their relative importance to the
policy makers interviewed. The ratings associated with each listed issue
were analyzed in terms of frequency counts and percentages of states which

 obtained scores at different points on the scgle; Comparisons across
years were also made. The majority ofrfhe reports examined presented

little policerelevant information. The evaluation criteria, however,

were developed after the fact and no guidance had been provided to states

as to what issues they should address in their reports. Low ratings on

. the Policy Relevance Scale,. therefore, cannot be interpreted as either a

disinclination or inability on the part of the states to provide data

desired at the federal lével.

Thé final Phase I task was concerned with evaluating the readability

of the State Reports. A rating scale was developed which reflected
stylistic guidelines from handbooks such as the APA Publication Manual (1974)
and Strunk and White's Elements of Style (1959). The eight dimensions

included in this scale were designed to assess both the literary style and

the thoroughness of the technical descriptions. All available State Reports
for FY-71, 72, 73, and 74 were rated on the scale, and reports generally

received high ratings;

The content analysis and rating data which are presented in the
following chapter were used to identify the major reporting problehs which
currently éxist and which would have to be eliminated in order to pro-
ducg more meaningful éséeséments of Title I projects and programs. The
analyses led to recommended changes in current evaluation and reporting _—.
procedures which were then assessed in terms of acceptability, feasibility,
and cost in later phases of;Eng§;udny“It must be pointed out that the

analyses degEEihgg,ia/tﬁigﬂfo1lowing chapter were not used to criticize
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previous reporting methods, but rather to improve the quality of future
reports. Not only would it have been inappropriate to. assess reports

in terms of criteria developed after they were written, but also no usé—
ful purpose could have been served by any kind of eValuative comparison

among reports or states.

Content Analysis!

Methods

When the FY 71, 72, 73, and 74 reports were reviewed, operational .
definipipns were made:for checklist catégories in order to make the con-
tent analysis consistent across reviewers. At the time the content of
these reports was analyzed, definipioné used in Ehe review of FY 69 and 70
‘reports in the AIR study (1972) were not available. Afcer‘the analysis
of the later reports was complete, a coﬁparison of the data across all
five fiscal years indicated that the later feview had been done some-
what differently from the review of the FY 69 and 70 reports. A search
through the files at AIR produced documents which revealed several dif-
ferences in analysis techniques and definifioﬁs between the AIR.review
and the RMC review. The most important difference between the reviews
was a difference in method. 1In the present study, credit was given for
any data element which could be derived from others through summation or
subdivision processes even if the element itself was not presented directly.
For example, if a state only reported the number of Title I participants
by grade levels but the total number could be calculated by summing across
grades, the report‘was given credit for reporting the total number of par-
ticipants. This was not done by the AIR reviewers, who only tallied data
that were specifically labeled in the reports. This difference in method
contributed to an unknown degree to the apparent increase in the reporting
of unidimensional breakdowns from FY 69 and 70 to FY 71, 72, 73, and 74
(see‘Tables 1 through 3.) '

In the RMC review, a "program" was defined as a broad area of in-
struction or service, such as readipgf’ﬁ;lhematics, health services, or
food. A "pfoject" was defined as a unit of one or more such services under
a single administration. In the AIR analysis, no attempt was made to adopt

uniform definitions, and tallies were made in accordance with the words
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used in the reporté. Since states used the terms interchangeably, the
AIR tallies by program and project are virpually meaningless, and are not

comparable to the RMC tallies.

In the current review, the target population and expenditure data
were considered as being reported by LEA when the reported breakdown
appeared to be by LEA but wdas not speéifically defined as such. 1In the
AIR review, LEA was marked only when the report stated that data were
broken down by LEA. This difference probably accounts for the apparent
increase in breakdowns by LEA from FY 69.and 70 to FY 71, 72, 73, and 74.

-

Despite these known differences in methods and definitions between
the two analyses, and -despite the possibility that unknown differences
may also exist, it is possible to draw some conclusions about the content
of the reports across the five fiscal years. Overall, the reports prob-

ably have changed very little in content.

Results

As can be seen from Table 1, almost every state reported the total
population served for each of the six fiscal years. Figures for FY 74
are somewhat lower than those for previous years because several reports
from that fiscal year were not available for analysis. (See Appéndix A
for a list of reports whiéh were analyzed for each 'fiscal year.) The most
common unidimensional breakdowns in Fy 71, 72, 73, and 74, as in FY 69 and
70, were pdblic/nonpublic participation, summer/regular year participation,
participation by program, and participation by grade level. Although
multidimensional breakdowns were used somewhat more frequently in the
later reports, no such breakdown was used by more:than nine states across

all four years.

As with the FY 69 and 70 reports, it was not always possible to
determine for FY 71, 72, 73, and 74 whether participating children were

.counted more than once when they fell within more than one population break-

down. Figures in the reports were sometimes identified as duplicated
counts and sometimes as unduplicated counts, but many times the methods used

in obtaining the figures were not reported. Thus, for all six years, any
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- TABLE 1
umber of State Reports. Giving Breakdown of Target
Population Served by Various Categories for FY 69(iw=49),
70(N=45), 71(N=53), 72(N=52), 73(N=52), 74(N=30)
Total : Evaluation Other
Target Population Population Saqple Sample
reported by: ' 69 70 71 72 73 74 69 70 71 72 73 74 69 70 71 72 73 74
Geographic Units _
State 46 43 49 46 47 25 2
County 4 1 1 4 1 1
School District ' 4 3 2 2 2 2 11 11 1 1 1
LEA 3 5 4 5 .
‘Other 2 1 2 3 R
Public-Nonpublic 44 42 39 33 35 16 -1 1 4
Summer-Regular Year 6 421 17 21 12 1
Ethnic Group 5 4 71012 8 1 1 1 2 1
Urban~Rural 0 1 1 11 4 1
Family Income _ 1 1
Program 15 14 23 28 28 20 1 2 2 31 1 6
Project - ' 1 3 4 2 1 1 1 2 1 2
' Grade Level ' 16 14 24 23 26 21 4 6 2 5 1 2 2
Grade Band ' 1 6 7 8 4 1
Interactions
Grade x county 1 1 .
Grade x program 3 4 2 3 2 3 2 1 11
Grade x project 1 1 1 1
Grade x public-nonpublic 8 5 9 14 16 10 1
Gérade x pupb/non x sum/reg x prog 1 13 3 3 2
Grade x pub/non x sum/regular 1 2 8 4 4 4
Grade x pub/non x school district 1
Grade x summer/regular 1 210 7 6 6 ,
Grade x urban-rural - . 1 2
Program x pub/non x summer/reg 2 1 3
Program x pub/non x county 1 1 -
Program x summer/regular 1 710 7 6 1 - 1
Public/non x LEA : 1 2 2 2
Public/non x district 1 1
Public/non x summer/regular 15 5 7 3
Summer/regular x race x county 1 _ )
Other » 18 10 13 5 2 3 4
No Data 2 1 1 1

Note. Total population was defined as the total number of children served. The evaluation
sample comprised the total number of children for whom impact data were reported. Other
samples were nonrepresentative groups such as children in rural schools, those in the
northeastern part of the state, etc. :
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aggregation ofﬂpopulation data across states and across fiscal years would
be influenced to an undeterminable degree by the mixing of duplicated

and'ﬁnduplicated counts.

As in FY 69 and 70, data on expenditures in the Title I evaluation
reports for the four later fiscal years were less complete than those
dealing with the population served. A total of 42 reports over the four
fiscal years presented no data at all on expenditures (See Table 2). In
every cése; per—puﬁil expenditures were reported less frequently thén were
total expenditures. For total éxpenditures, breakdowns of expenditures
by program ard by specific instructional/specific supportive services could
be aggregated across 13 and 4 states respectively. Presumably, aggregations -
could be made across a larger number of states if more 74 reports were
available. Breakdowns by regular year/summer expenditures could be aggre-

gated across five states.

) Table 3 shows the formats used by states in reporting cognitive bene-
fits resulting from Title I projects. The category "Criterion-referenced
Tests' was added for the current analysis. States were tallied in the "All
Samples" portion of the table when there was no variation in evaluation de-
signs within the state report. Thus, reports which presented only one sample,
even if nbnrepresentétive, were tallied in this column as well as reports
which presented data on a number of samples using the same evaluation design.
The "Some Samples" column was used to indicate those reports that presented

data based on a variety of evaluation designs.

~In FY 70, 71, 72, 73, and 74, a few more states reported cognitive benefit
data than did states in 1969. As can be seen, sample characteristics varied
greatly among states for éll six fiscal years. In a total of 54 reports over
the last four fiscal years, the method used in selecting the sample was not
reported. It should be noted that in the RMC analysis, one sample often
was marked in several categories in an effort to describe the selection
process fully. If a state randomly selected certain projects and presented
evaluation data for those projects, both "Rapdom Selection”" and "Selection
by District/Project" would be marked. Stat;s ffequently indicated that
'they included data only for projects or districts which had submitted their

data before a certain deadline. In this case, '"'Other Selection Process"
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TABLE 2

Mumber of State Reports Pro\riding Expenditures by Various
Categories for FY 69(N=46), 70(N=45), 71(N=50), 72(N=52),
73(N=52), 74(N=30)

ESEA Title I expenditures ' Total Per-Pupil
reported by: . 69 70 71 72 73 74 69 70 71 72 73 74

Geographic Units

State 25 22 35 38 36 18 15 9 17 16 19 9
County : 4 2 3 2 4 1 2 1
" School District 6 3 3 3 3 1 2.1 1 1 2
LEA 2 2 3 4 1 2 2
Other 1 1 2 1
Program ‘ 11 14 20 25 25 13 6 9 7 8 10
Project , 2 3 8 4 2.2 1 1 3 1
Instructional Services/Supportive Services 15 12 17 18 19 5 1 1 1. 2
Specific Instructional and Specific
Supportive Services : 13 12 15 17 20
s Regular Year/Summer 5 7 7 13 11 5 1 4 6 7 6 1
Interactions
Program x regular year/summer 1 3 4 5 5 6 1 3 11 2 1
Program x regular/summer x county 1 1
Program x instruc/support x reg/summer 1 2 3 1 1
Program x school district 1 :
Specific instruc/support x county 1
Specific support services x reg/sum 1 1 3 2 1
Instructional/support services x reg/sum 1 5 5 4 1 1
LEA x regular year/summer 1 1 1
Elementary/secondary x county 1

No Data , 17 15 13 11 11 7
Other 1 2 1 1




TABLE 3 =
Number of States Providing Evaluation Data of Various Types
for FYy 69, 71, 71, 72, 73, and 74
All Samples _ Some Samples
Evaluation Design 69 70 71 72 73 T4 69 70 71 72 73 74
Pre- & posttest 34 35 40 39 35 19 3 3 9 9 7 s
Posttest with norms 2 1 2 4 2 2 1
Experimental/comparison 2 3 2 1 1 4 2 3 3 3
Criterion Referenced Tests 1 2 3 2
Data Reported, design not specified 2 1 2 1 4 1
Sample Characteristics
N given 39 37 42 35 33 20 4 6 8
Random Selection 4 2 5 5 4 3 1 3 2
Selection by use of same tests I5 13 10 9 6 5 1 1 2 2 1 2
Selection by district/project 6 9 7 5 8 10 2 3 1 3 1 1
Sample of grade levels 6 6 2 2 1 3 1 1 1 1 1
Selection by Program 3 2 5 3 4 3 1 1
- Other selection process . 3 3 13 14 13 8 2 3 1
Data reported, method not given 12 7 17 12 18 7 1 2 2 2 2
Score Breakdowns
State (no breakdowns) 9 9 1 2 4 1 1
County 1 1 1
School District 1 1 5 3 5 1 1 2 1
LEA 1 1 1 2
Urban-rural 1 1 1 1 1
Instructional program 5 4 15 16 17 18 2 1 3 5 3 1
- Project 5 1 3 2 1 2 1 6 3 3 3
Grade level 24 24 20 20 22 19 6 5 11 11 10 - 2
Grade band 3 2 1 1 1 4 1 3 2
Public-nonpublic 1 2 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 2
City size 1 1
Regular year/summer 2 4 6 6 3 1 1 3 1
Interactions 3 1 12 11 10 1 5 5
Other 3 8 7 11 6 1 3 9 10 8 3
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TABLE 3 (cont.)

All Samples Soize Samples
Evaluation Design
‘ 69 70 71 72 73 74 69 70 71 72 73 ‘74 -
Type of Score Reported
- Raw Scores ) 4 2 2 2 5 1 5 3 4 9 5 2
Standard scores (K, T, Z) 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 4 3
- Stanine : 1 1 2 6 1
Percentiles _ 2 3 6 3 1 3 4 4 5 3 2
Deciles 1 1 1. 1 2 1
Quartiles 11 8 3 2 3 1 2 2 5 2 1
Grade equivalent 12 9 4 4 2 4 5 6 6 4 5 3
Grade-equivalent gains 14 18 29 29 31 18 6 6 14 13 12 7
Other 6 1 2 3 7 7 3 3 4
Summary Statistics :
Mean 22 25 21 17 24 20 9 3 15 17 14 3
Median 4 2 3 1 2 2 2
Mode 1 1 1
Standard deviation 2 5 2 4 2 4 -3 4 4 3 1
Percent upward shift 3 15 15 7 3 2 13 14 15 2
Other 1 1 1
No Data ‘ 5 3 2 3 3 1
\
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was marked. The methods used in the AIR analysis for this section are

not known.

’Across all six years, states most commohly used a pretest—posftest
desigﬁ, and'they usﬁally reported grade-equivalent gain scores for what-
éver samples were.used. The evaluation design matrix used in analyzing
the FY 71, 72, 73, and 74 reports shows that the combination of‘pretest—
posttest design with grade-equivalent gain scores was most commonly used
within the majority of State Reports (see Table 4). Across all six &ears,'
states most frequently broke down scores by grade level. For all six q
years, scores were most frequently summarized by means, and measures of
variability were rarely reported.' However, the variety in répérting for-
mats and methods of presentation is inadequately represented here. The
length of time between pretest and posttest varied greatly within states.
In some instances, gain scores over varying treatment intervals were com~
bined per month; and in still other cases; scores were reported separately

for each treatment interval.

As can be seen in Table 5, man§ different tests were used by the
states, although several states provided no information about what tests
were used to obtain cognitive benefit data. Even when information on tests
was provided, reviewers frequehtly were unable to determine exactly what
test was being referred to, because reports often listed tests by giving
incomplete titles. For example, when a report referred to the "Durrell,"
reviewers were unsure whether tﬁe Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficuley,
the Durrell Listening Test, the Durrell Silenf Speed Reading Test, the
Durrell Oral Speed Reading Test, or the Durrell-Sullivan Test of Reading

Capacity was meant. In FY 71, 72, 73, and 74, as in FY 69 and 70, when
| several tests were used within a state, the state sometimes pooled the
results of various tests, sometimes reported results for only the more
commonly used tests, or occasionally reported results separately for each
test used. Across the years 1969 through 1973, the California Achieve-
ment Test, the Gates MacGinitie Reading Tests, the Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills, the Metropolitan Achievement Test, and the Stanford Achievement

Test - or subtests - were most frequently reported. In FY 74, the SRA
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TABLE 4 - : |

Number of Reports which used Particular 'Iypes. of
Experimental Designs and Test Scores for Fy 71, 72, 73, and 74

Pre-Post Post Only

Fiscal Year 71 Norm ref. Control Norm ref. Control

- Raw Scores 2
Standard Scores
Stanines
Centiles, dec., quart.
Grade Equivalents
Raw, Std., Stanine Gain
Centile, dec., quart. Shift
Grade Equiv. Gain 3
Residual Gain .
Criterion ref.

Haoa~NNhoN

Fiscal Year 72
Raw Scores . s
Standard Scores
Stanines
Centiles, dec., quart.
Grade Equﬁvalents
Raw, Std., Stanine Gain
Centile, dec., quart. Shift
Grade Equiv. Gain 3 :
Residual Gain’ ' ‘ ) . ‘
Criterion ref. ' '
Other not specified 1

AR HDN
=

Fiscal Year 73

Raw Scores

Standard Scores

Stanines

Centiles, dec., quart. 2

: Grade Equivalents ~

Raw, Std., Stanine Gain 2

Centile, dec., quart. Shift ;

Grade Equiv. Gain ‘ 36 :

Residual Gain ; 1
w , Criterion ref. i1 1

Other not specified 3 /

w

Fiscal Year 74 )

Raw Scores

Standard Scores

Stanines

Centiles, dec., quart. 1

Grade Equivalents - 3

Raw, Std., Stanine Gain ‘

Centile, dec., quart. shift 2 i
1

Grade Equiv. Gain 24
Residual Gain 1 |
Criterion ref. 1 ‘ |
Other not specified ‘ :

* Only the most commonly used experimental design and test score
were recorded for each report.
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TABLE 5

Frequency with which Various Standardized Tests
were Cited in the State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports
' Presented by Fiscal Year*

Fiscal Year

Standardized Test 69 70 71 72 73 74
Califbrnia Achievement Test 29 20 17 25 23 7
Comﬁfehensive Teét of Basic Skillé; 5 10 9 2
Durrell-Sullivan Test of Reading Capacity 4 4 5 5 3 2
.Gates—MacGinitie Reading Test 16 23 29 26 29 9
Gfay Oral Reading Test 6 2 1 3 5 2
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 21 19 16 19 19 6
Lee-Clark Readiness Test 3 1 2 4
Metropolitan Achievemeﬁt Test 18 20 26 29 24 7
Nelson Silent Reading Tést 2 5 1 1
Peabody Picture Vocabulary 2 2 1 6 ' 10 6
Sequential Test of Educational Progress 1 1

»SRA Achievement Test 8 8 17 16 14 8
Stanford Achievement Test 29 23 i 27 26 22 7
Wechsler Intelligence Scale 2 1“ 1

Wide Range Aéhievement Test 6 10 17 9
Other 6 5 38 46 55 30

* As pretests, posttests, or both.
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Achievement Test and the Wide Range Achievement Test were also frequently
reported. In FY 71, 72, and 73, the tests that were reported most fre—
‘quently were also reported by many states as being among the most frequently
" used within the state (see Table 6.) This information was not compiled

for FY 69 and 70, and the information for 1974 is too scanty to use in
drawing generalizations. The tests shown in Table 5 as being used by
several states in FY 71, 72, 73, and 74, and by none in FY 69 and 70, were
added to the checklist during the current review and probably were not

recorded when the FY 69 and 70 reports were rcviewed.

Overall, a comparison of the results -of the content analysis across

fiscal years suggests that there have not been any significant trends.

Chi square tests ﬁerformed on each of the three sections of' the coﬁtent
analysis {target populagion, expenditures, and evaluation data) for FY 71,
72, and 73 did not feveal'ény‘signifipanp differences in the frequency
with which variousfaata were reported. These analyses were not performed
on FY 74 reports because of the small number of reports available, and
because the analyses of earlier reports resulted in no significant differ-

ences.

The absence of trends in reporting practices is particularly inter-
esting because a Program Information lMemorandum was issued by U.S.0.E. in
April, 1971 reécinding all reportingrguidelines which had previously been
in effect. The*fact that the relaxation of rgquiremengs produced no
noticeable changes in report content can only lead to speculation on
a number of issues. One wonders, for example, how closely the guide- :
lines had been foilowed while in effect. If the states originally
adopted only those portions of the guidelines with which they concurred,

no changes would be expected. On the other hand, the system may have

so much inertia that change, even in desired directions, rarely occurs.




TABLE 6

Standardized Tests Used Most Commonly within States

Presented by'Fiscal Year

Fiscal Year

Standatized Test - | 7172 713 74
California Achievement Testr N 11 9 7 3 - o
9pmprqhensive Test of Basic Skilis | ‘ .3 2 1. | 3
Durrell~Su;}ivan Test of‘geading-Capacity ' 1
Gateg~MacGinitie Reading Test ' 17 i6 | 16 5 .
Gray Oral Reading Test ' | 1

Towa Tests of Basic Skills | 0 9 7

Lee~Clark Readiness Test
Metfopolitén Achievement Test | 14 17 3 . 4

Nelson Silent Reading Test

Peabody Picture Vocabulary ‘: : 1 ‘ . N LA
Sequential Test gfIEducational Progress . - \

SRA Achievement_xegt - . . 6 ¢+ 3 . , .
Stanford Achieveégnt Test | ' 17 11 13 4
Wechsler‘Intellié;nce Scale 1

Wide Range Achievement Test . 11 3.1 ‘

* As pretests, postt?sts,-or both.
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Data Adequacy, Policy Relevance, and Readability Ratings

In addition to the contentuanalyses described in the previous chapter,
the work statement for Contract OEC-0-74-9182 called for the rating of
FY 71, 72, 73, and 7; Sfate Title I Annual Evaluation Reports in terms of
their readability and policy relévance, and thé quality (represeﬂtativej
ness andvﬁalidity)'of'éhe data they cdnﬁained. Again, this activity
‘'was closely related to the previods AIR work (Wargo, et.al:, 1972) and
made use, in fact, of the Scale of Adequacy and Validityrdf Réported

Data developed by AIR. A copy of this scale is presented in Appendix
B along with instructions for its use. Comparable scales for Readability
and Policy Relevance (see Appendices C and D) were developed by the

RMC project staff.

. Before discussing the RMC—developed scales, it is appropriate to
summarize the features of the Data Adequacy Scale. The areas measured
by the scale included -the representativeness of the saﬁple used to
evaluate program sﬁccess, the validity of the expefimental design,’-
and. whether épec%fié types of‘information were presented concerning
the target groups, program, and costs. The range of the total scale

was 0.0 to 7.6.

The first portioﬁ of the scale is concerned with cognitive benefit
information. Full credit was earned when achievement data &ere pre—

sented for all students served or for a representative sample.

The scale had anchor points corresponding to samples which were

judged pfbbably not biased" and "probably biased.”" There was alsc

ey -
-an anchor point midway between these points which corresponded essentially
to a "can't tell" situation. The number of points which could be ob-

tained for:the "Representativeness of the Sample" was from 0.0 to 2.0.

Oncé agsample ratihg was determined, it was adjusted according to

. the type and quality of the data presented. Points were subtracted

for such deficiences as not presenting both pre- and posttest scores,




not reporting starndard deviations, etc.. The adjusted rating was named
the "Cognitive Benefit" portion of the scale (points could range from

0.0 to 2.0).

Target Group, Program, and Cost Information categories provided
‘add-ons to the Cognitive Benefit scores, and the scores in each category
were doubled if: (aj a score of (0.7 or more was obgained on the Cognitive
Benefit dimension, and (b) the data contained in ths categories were
integratéd witb the cognitive data.used to measure program outcomes.

The Total Data Adequacy score was bssed upon adding the points obtained

on this portion of the scale to the Cognitive Benefit score.
/ 1-}/

Development of the Policy Relevance and Readability Scales

The Policy Relevance Scale was intended to reflect the current
concerns of educational ﬁolicy makers and legislators in‘accordance
with the assumption that one of the main purposes served by the state’
reporting system is to provide these individuals with the information
they need for the effective execution of their responsibilities. For
this reason, interviews were set up and conducted by members of the

‘RMC‘staff with key personhel selected by U.S.0.E. “

The Title I staff was interviewed in depth including individual,
sessions with the Director of Title I, Richard L. Fairley, and members
of the Program Support Branch and Program Services Branch of Title I;
Paul Miller, William Lobosco,_Joseph Vopelak, Velma James, and John
Staehle. '

Interviews were conducted with other officials in the Office -of
Education as well. Duane Mattheis; the Acting Executive Deputy Com-—
missioner of Education; Robert Weatherford, Special Assistant to the

Commissioner; Robert Wheeler, Deputy Commissioner for School Systems;
and John Rodriquez. Associate Commissioner for Compensatory Education

contributed their thoughts.

Relevant policy question information was discussed with individuals

directly concerned with the formulation of legislation involving Title

I. Congressman Victor Veysey was interviewed as well as Christopher




Cross, House Minority Counsel to the Sub-committee on Education; Jean
Froelicher, Counsel to the Senate Sub-committee on Education; and Charles

Cooke, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Legislationm.

Alan Ginsberg of HEW/ASPE; Carl Wisler, Director of the Elementary
and Secondary Programs Division (USOE/OPBE); and George Mayeske also
of the Elementary and Secondary Programs Division added their insights

concerning the policy issues to be considered.

There was a general consensus among the individuals interviewed as
to which policy issues were the most relevant. The emphasis in the
discussions as well as in the new legislation was on the importance of
being able accurately to describe and assess what is occurring at the
level of the local Title I pfoject. More spécifically, information is
desired concerning (1) the mannér in which the needs of the cﬁildren
are originally assessed, (2) the number of children involved in a pro-
ject, (3) the per-pupil expenditure of eéch,project, and (4) evidence
of project achievement benefits. 1In essence, the major concerns ex-
pressed were centefgd on the necessity of knowing how Title I funds
are being spent, how target groups have been defined, how needs of the
groups have been assessed, and if the treatments have resulﬁed in sig-
nificant educational gains. Information in this form, presumably, could
then be aggregated to reveal state— and nationwide pictures of- the impact

of Title I.'

The number of non-public school children as well és.the number
of public sclicol ch}ldren participating in Title I was an issue of
intefest to many of those interviewed. Further, there was a desire to
know if the services received by thesé two groups are comparable in
terms of meeting the needs of these children, not simply on a cost per

pupil bagis.

Four other issues were mentioned less frequently and would appear
to be of secondary interest to those interviewed. First, concern was
expressed about the need to have relevant information on the Parent

Advisory Councils, i.e., that they do exist, their function; their
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membership, etc.. - Second, the results of a study mentioned by one inter-
viewee indicated that a positive correlation exists between the number

of hours spent in the ¢lassroom and the amount of achievement gain. It
was therefore suggested that the amount of instructional time and the
nature of the time (one-to-one, small group, regular classroom) would

be of interest in developing policy. Third, in trying to decide if
funding and program efforts should be concentrated at the early grade
levels, the elementary grades, or the secondary grade levels in order

to achieve maximum benefits, it was mentioned that any information per-
taining to the most effective "time of intervention" would be of interest.
Foﬁrth, data concerning the availability of other state and federal
compensatory education funds within the states would be helpful in
deciding whether Title I'funds act as an incentive or a hindrance to

the development of other compensatory education programs.

After conclusion.of the interviews,l the issues were liétedwand
then each issue was appropriaiely weighted to reflect its relative
importancé to the policy makers interviewed. The result of this pro-
. . cedure was the creation of the Policy Relevance Scale which is attached
as Appendix D. The State Title I Reports for the fiscal years 1971, 1972,
1973, and 1974 were subsequently rated with this scale, and the results are

presented below.

The other scale developed by the RMC staff was the Readability Scale.
It appeared that this type of scale was necessary to.determine,whether the
reports adhered to basic standards related to clear technical descriptions
and were organized in a coherent manner. Eight format and stylistic dimen-
sions were identified through review of standard texts on the subject, and

point assignments within each dimension wére worked out through group con-

L Additional interviews were conducted after development of the Policy

Relevance Scale. The interviewees were Congressman Albert Quie;

John Evans, Assistant Commissioner for Planning, Budgeting and Evalu-
ation; Al Alford, Assistant Commissioner for Legislation; Jack Jennings,
House Majority Counsel to the Subcommittee on Education; and Roy Millenson,
Counsel to the Senate Subcommittee on Education. 1In general, the

comments of these interviewees were in close agreement with those
described above.




census. Six different vefsions of the scale were developed before it was
generélly felt that ambiguities had been removed and adequate between-

rater agreement could be achieved.

Interrater Reliability -

. The réting of reports was accomplished by four members of the
project staff/ Each rater worked with several reports and discussed
questions with other raters before the formal rating process began. At
that time a random sample of 30 reports was selected for the purpose of

assessing interrater reliability.

In the most commonly encountered rating situation, two or more
raters rate a set of entities. The extent of their agreement is typically
measured in terms of a coefficient of correlgtion and, if it is adequatély
high, ratings:for each entity are éubsequently determined by pooling the
values assigned by the individual raters. This procedure 1is entirely
suitable for the situation where all raters rate all entities. In the
case of the State Reports, however, it was clear from both the number
of reports to be rated ancd the length of time required to rate each re—
port that the rating task would have to be shéred. It -would not be
possible for any rater to rate all reports within the existing time

constraints.

Under these conditions, the reliability issue becomes more complex
and it is necessary to demonstrate not only agreement with respect to
the relative ratings assigned to different entities but with respect
to the absolute values of these ratings-as well. This type of agreement
cannot be measured using correlation techniques. .An analysis of variance

technique was therefore adopted.

The first analysis of variance was computed after 12 reports had
been independently rated by each of the four raters. The results. are
presented in Table 7 which shows statistically significant differences

" among raters, among states, and among scales; andVSignificant rater-by-

scales and states-by-scales interactions.

The difference among states was to be expected and simply reflected
real differences in the quality of different reports. Similarly, the
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TABLE 7

Analysis of Variance Performed on Data from Twelve States

(Ratings by Individuals)

Source ss . df MS , F
Raters (A) 13.37 3 4.46 5.79%
States (B) 162.16 11 14.74 19.14%
Scales (C) 1450.05 3 483.35 627.73%
AxB 29.76 "33 0.90 1.17

AxcC 41.53 9 4.61 5.99%
BxC -~ 107.60 33 3.26 4,23%
AxBxC 76.10 99 0.77

% p < ,01

among-scales difference simply reflected the fact that the scales were
scored differently and had different ranges of possible scores. The
among-raters difference and the raters-by-scales interaction, on the

other hand, 31gn1f1ed that different raters did, 1n fact, employ different

rating strategles or criteria.

, Visual inspeq;ion of the rating data revealed that there appeared to
..be two distinct patterns of ratings, each reflected in the values as-
signed by’f@o . f the raters.‘ Thus, it appeared that two similar "teams"
could be” formed by pairing the dissimilar raters. The overall difference
betwaen palrs was essentially zero and a Chi Square analysis showed no
significant deviations from expectations in the matrix of rater-by-

scale values. It appeared that, if this pattern held up, it would be
possible to allow pairs of raters to rate different reports without
compromising the reliability of the ratings. A decision was therefore

made tb proceed with the remaining 18 reports in the selected sample

to determine whether the pairing strategy would continue to be effective.

Table 8 presents the results of the analysis done on the 18 reports
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TABLE 8 /

Analysis of Variance Performed on Data from Eighteen States 4
(Ratings by Individuals) o

Source - ss ' df MS F

Raters(A) 4.35 3 1.45 1.88 :
States (B) 318.69 17 18.75 24 .35% !
Scales (C) 1585.03 3 528.34 686.16x
AxB . 72.53 51 1.42 1.84% T‘
AxC 75.56 9 8.40 10.91%

BxC 252.76 51 4.96 6.4b4*

AxBxC 118.57 153 0.77

* P < .01

s |

which showed that there was no significant difference between raters
across the four scales. However, as was the case with the 12 reports,
"the raters-by-scales and states-by-scales interactions were significant.
Unfortunately, the xz tests again revealed that the raters-by-scales
interaction was significant even after the raters' scores were paired in
the same manner as was previously described. Pairing the raters did,
however, as in the twelve-state x2 analysis, reduce the size of the inter-

action substantially. It also eliminated the raters-by-states interaction. -

The between-pairs reliability coefficients were calculated for all
30 reports for each of the four scales (the Cognitive Benefit portion
of -the Data Adequacy Scale was considered separately). The following re-

sults were obtained. : ;

Cognitive Benefit = .70
Data Adequacy = .82
Policy Relevance = .76
Readability = .82

These reliability results were considered marginal and, in a further

attempt to increase reliability, the pairs were asked to re~rate those
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reports on which substantial disagreement was observed. The members of
each pair were asked to discuss their ratings with one another in order
to reach more agreement with respect to certain states. Howgver,'no dis-

cussions took place between the pairs.

The re-ratings of the reports produced small but meaningful increases

in reliability, and the following between-pairs reliabilities were obtained:

Cognitive Benefit = .74
Data Adequacy ' .87
Policy Relevance .83
Readability = .89

The "'paired," "discussed" ratings for all 30 states were also sub-

jected to an analysis ofbvariance and the results are presented in Table 9.

TABLE 9

Analyéis of Variance Performed on Data from Thirty States
(Ratings by Pairs)

Source SS ’ df MS F
Pairs (A) 0.14 1 ) 0.14 0.14
States (B) 1057.79 29 ' 36.48 37.61%
Scales (C) 6034.44 3 2011.48 2037.69%*
AxB 62.43 29 2.15 2.22%
AxC 27.69 3 9.23 - 9.52%
BxC 786.68 87 - 9.04 9.32%
AxBxC 84.09 87 0.97

* p < .01

Examination of the pairs-by-scales interaction revealed that the

differences between pairs were again significant for the Data Adequacy -




and Readability Scales. Because these differences were also found to be

remarkably consisgent»across the 12 and 18 report samples, it was concluded
that this partfcular interaction effect could be effectively countered by .
using appropriate weightings. Consequently, each of the ratings of the '
"low" team was increased by an amount equal to the mean difference between
the pairs on the:30—report reliability sample. Unfortunately, no similar

solution came ﬁo;mind for dealing the with rater-by-states irteraction and

this source of variance had to be comsidered error.

Further avenhes for improving inter-rater reliability could not be
identified and the decision was made to proceed using the approach just
described. Each report was rated by one team whose two members discussed
their independently made ratings wherever discrepancies were found. The
two ratings of each report were then averaged and those of the lower-rating

team were weighted to adjust for the established difference between teams.

Procedures Followed for Rating All of the State Reports

The 157 state reports noﬁ included in the reliability sample were
assigned to pairs randomly by state in an attempt to maximize the com-
parability of the analyses of trends from year to year. Where one or two
of a state's reports were included in the reliability sample (and thus had
been rated by both teams), the ratings of thé tzam assigned the remaining

reports of that state were retained and those of the other pair were dis-

carded. There were two instances in which all the reports from a state

were included in the reliability sample. In these cases, the pair whose
ratings were retained was decided by flipping a coin. This approach
appeared to offer the most reasonable method for achieving comparability

between the ratings of reports in the reliability sample and those not in it.

After the ratings were completed, discussed by the pairs of raters,
and possibly revised based on the discussion, the mean rating of each pair
was computed for each scale. Then, weights were used to adjust for the
differences between pairé obéerved on the rating of reports in the relia-
bility sample. The low scoring pair's ratings were increased by 0.7 on

the Total Data Adequacy Scale and by 1.1 on the Readability Scale for each
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state. The weighting procedure was not used on the Cognitive Benefit and
Policy Relevance Scales because the pairs'were not significantly different
on these scales. ‘The weighted, average ratings were then normalized to
eliminate the skewngss (piling up of ratings at the low end of .the scale)
reflected in the'briginal scores and standardized to form an equal-interval
scale with a mean of'five and a standard deviation of two. This trans-—
formation was identical to that performed by AIR and was intended to enable
comparison of our results with those obtained by Wargo and his colleagues
in the cognitive benefit and data adequacy areas. Unfortunately, ratings
by states are not included in the AIR report and it has not been possible

to retrieve them from the AIR "archives."

Overall Consistency of Reporting Practices

To assess the overall consistency of reporting practices followed by
the states, correlations were calculated between years separately for
the cognitive benefit, data adequacy, policy relevance, and readability
ratings. These correlations are presented in Table 10. Although most
of the correlations were statistically significant, the size of the
relationships indicated that there was considerable variation in the
quality of individual State Reports from year to year. The correlations
between 1972 and 1973 indicated that across all scales the ratings for
those years were more alike than those of any other pair of years. The
‘highest correlatibns were found between 1972 and 1973 on the readability
scale and between 1973 and 1974 on the cognitive benefit and total data
scales, but even these figures reflected substéntial variation between

years.

The increases in the correlations on the cognitive benefit and total
data scales from 72-73 and 73-74 as compared to 71-72 suggest that the
states became more consistent in their reporting procedures. Interestingly
enough, the AIR study (Wargo, et al., 1972) found even lower correlations
than those listed in Table 10. However, the correlations Betwe;; 73-74 on
the policy relevance and readability scales are quite low. It is possible
that these low correlations are due in part to the fact that only 30

FY 74 reports were available at the time of the analysis. To determine
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whether the variations in reporting quality were random or reflected
systematic trends from year to year, t tests were calculated between
years using the same rating data. The obtained t ratios are also

presented in Table 10.

The negative t values in Table 10 indicate higher mean ratings for
the more recent of the two years being compared than for the earlier year.
Since all of tﬁe ts were negative, there éppears to be a trend toward
improved reportingApractices. Thirteen of the ts were statistically

significant, most of them reflecting comparisons of 1974 with the preced-

ing years. Again, this may be due to the small number of 74 reports avail-

able rather than to a systematic trend.

Cognitive Benefit Scale. "The cognitive benefit portion of the

Data Adequacy Scale was designed to measure whether adequate sampling
procedures were followed in selecting the children who were testéd, and
the number of.points on the scale ranged from 0.0 to 2.0.: The median
ratings obtained for the years 1971, 72, 73, and 74 were 0.7, 0;8, 0.6,
and 0.7 respectively. Thus, most of the reports were judged inadequate
with respect to sampling and the majority of the ratings fell into the
"Biased", "Probably Biased", and "Possibly Biased" categories (See Table
11). However, it must be emphasized that no guidelines for selecting

samples had been provided to the states, nor had it been suggested to them

that samples should be representative. Clearly, however, guidance.wi .

fespect to sampling will be required if future reports are to provide a
valid indication of Title I impact.

Table 11 shows that the major changes which occurred between 1971
and 1974 were in the 'Probably Biased" and "Probably Répresentative" cate-
gories, as indicated by a 22-point decrease in the first category and a
15-point increase in the second. In addition, 92, 85, 83, and 74 percent
respectively of the ratings for these four years were in categories which
ranged from "No Cognitive Benefit Data" to "Possibly Biased." Only 8,

15, 17, and 26 percent of the states appear to have used representative

samples.

Table 12 compares the percentage of states which reported on samples
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TABLE 11

Percentages and Median .Ratings of Reports in Each Cogmtlve
Benefit Category

v

No Cognitive Probably Possibly Probably
Benefit: Data Biased Biased -Biased Representative Representative
0.0 0.1-0.4 0.5-0.9 1.0-1.4 1.5~1.9 : 2.0
Years Z % Mdn % Mdn % Mdn: % Mdn Z -
1971 2 19 0.3 45 0.6-“26 1.0 8 1.7 . 0
1972 12 13 0.3 37 0.7 23 1.1 15 1.7 ’J 0 E
1973 8 8 0.3 4 0.7 25 1.0 11 1.7 . 6 |
1974 7 3 0.1 23 0.7 40 1.1 23 1.7 .f 3 |
TABLE 12

Percentage of States which Selected ;
either Biased or Representative Samples |

No Cognitive Certainly to Probably to Possibly Biased

Years ‘Benefit Data Probably Biased Probably Biased to Representative j
1969 and 70%* : .

(n=91) 9 40 25 26 ,
1971-1974 ‘ | | :

(n=187) 7 17 , 46 30 i

* From (Wargo, 1972)




s

ranging from "Certainly Biased" to "Representative" -in 1969 and 70 (from
Wargo, et al., 1972) with those from 1971, 72, 73, and 74. Although the per—

' centage shifts in Table 12 indicate that the 1971-74 reports had relatively

fewer "Certainly to Probably Biased" sampleéfthan did the 1969-70 reports,_

the percentage of° reports which were based upon representative samples

did not shoéw a comparable improvement. It appeared that there‘was some

improvement in the more recent samples but the improved level was still

»

far below minimally acceptable .standards.

Clearly, consistent and representative sampling procednres were not
used by most of the states. Whether fhis deficiency can be attributed

to the absence of ‘'specific guidellnes concerning valid sampling procedures

"still must be determined. It seems ylikely, however that there will be.."

difficulties associated with gathering adequate evaluation samples which

will not be removed by the simple provision of guidance.

Policy Relevance Scale. The median ratings and ranges for the Policy

Relevance Scale '"Total Score’ are presented in Table 13. Table 14 shows
the frequency distributions of scores for the five issues. felt by the ed-
ucational policy makers interviewed to be thesnost'significant. Clearly,
most of the states obtained low scores on these issues. It is interesting
to note that the highest ratings occurred in the Achiéﬁement Benefit area
with the Resource Allocation area second. The Public/Nonpublic participa-
tion issue was very inadequately covered while most states, also recelved
ratings in the lowest range on the Parent Adv1sory Council and Needs

Assessment issues.
L4

It can be seen that the ratings were quite low with even the highest
rated report earning slightly over half of the maximum possibie score.
Again, however, it should be emphasized that these ratings were made in
a post hoc manner, i.e., the scale was developed and used to rate reports
which had been written without any relevant guidelines. For this reason,
the ratings in nc way reflect e1ther the w1111ngness or the ability of the
states to address the issues and thus: comparisons among states are not

meaningful. .
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TABLE 13

Median and Range of Ratings on the Policy Relevance Scale
(Raw Scores) Presented by Fiscal Year

1971 1972 1973 1974
Median ‘ 5.2 4.9 5.5 6.4
Range 1.6-8.5 0.8-8.8 0.5-10.4 2.5-9.0
46




ABLE 14

Percentage of Reports which Obtained Ratings

N

within each Policy Issue

Rating Categories

Policy _; —
‘Issues . 0.0-0.9 1.0-1.9 2,0~-2.9 3.0-3.9 4.0
Achievement
Benefit In-
formation
1971 11 42 43 4 0
. 1972 17 35 " 46 0 .2

1973 11 29 58 T2 0
1974 7 ‘ 10 . 70 10 3

0 = No achievement datal

"4 = Achievement test data; pre, post, and gain by project and aggre-
gated across state -

Needs

Assessment
1971 79 11 8 2 0
1972 75 19 6 0] 0
1973 84 6 6 4 0
1974 q 57 30 10 3 0

0.= No needs assessment data

-4 = Project level descriptions of needs assessment procedures and
results plus statewide summary

ﬁesource o

* Allocation

1971 38 25 38 0] 0]
1972 31 23 42 4 0
1973 31 23 42 4 0
1974 : 33 13 53 0 . 0]

0 = No data on expenditures
3 = Project level breakdown of expenditures by service area and
statewide aggregation
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TABLE 14 (cont.)

Policy Rating Categories
Issues 0.0-0.9 1.0-1.9 2,0-2.9 3.0-3.9 4.0
Public/Nonpublic
1971 94 6 0 0 0
1972 94 6 0 0 0
1973 94 6 0 0- 0
93 7 0 0 0

1974

No breakdown

vO

[}

Breakdown of expenditures and number of participants by county

plus statewide aggregation

Parent Advisory

Councils

1971
1972
1973
1974 -

No information

LI}

85
81
77
63

15 0] 0 0
19 0 0 0]
23 0] 0 0
37 0 0 0]

School or district level descriptions of PAC membership compo-

sition, activities, and achievements plus statewide summary

Number of points for lowest rating.

Number of points for higest rating.
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Readability Scale. The analysis of the readability scale was con-
fined to the total score for each state. Since there was a high correla- '
tion among the rating elements, a breakdown by elemenfs did not appear
to be useful. The total readability score seemed to reflect the overall
quality of the reports as well as frequency counts of ratings on individual
elements. A high total score on this scale usually indicated high ratings
in categories concerned with the abstract, orgaﬁization, integration, writing
style, technical presentation, tables and figures, summary, and copying. It
should be noted that the readability ratings were substantially higher than
the ratings on\the other scales. This fact would seem to suggest that, where

guidelines are'generally known, reporting quality is high.

The data shown in Table 15 reveal that a slight increase in the
readability ratings occurred between 1972 and 1973 and between 1973 and 1974.
The increase between 1973 and 1974 does not appear to be caused by selective
attrition factors, since the states for whiéh 3%14Ireports were unavailable

included almost an equal number of low and high 1973 ratings.

TABLE 15

Median and Range of Ratings on the Readability

Scale Presented by Fiscal Year

1971 . 1972 1973 1974
Median |, 7.2 7.2 8.0 8.7
Range 3.2-10.7 2.0-11.0 4.1-10.2 5.8-10.5
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Conclusions and Recommendations

This chapter has described the analyses which were undertaken during
Phase I of the four-phase study as well as the findings which resulted
from them. While the findings méy be interpreted in several different
contexts, it should be kept in mind that the primary purpose of the Phase I
effort was to assess the current state-of—the-art in Title I evaluation

reporting for the purpose of generating reasonable recommendations for

improved evaluation and reporting practices.

The standards for evaluating the reports were (a) a Policy Relevance
Scale developed on khe basis of‘interviews with carefully selected, fed-
eral-level, educational policy makers, (b) a Data Adeﬁuacy Scale developed
to réflect technical considerations affecting the meaningfulness and inter-
pretability of statistical information contained in the reports, and (c)
a Readability Scale designed to reflect well-accepted principles of exposi-

tory presentation. A content analysis was also undertaken in Phase I
and brovides an additional basis for evaluation when actual content is
compared against the expressed desires of the policy makers who were

interviewed.

It was clear, long before the formal anaiysis was completed, that
the typical State.Title I Annual Evaluation Report falls far short of the
ideal. A substantial number of the reports which were examined contained
no data which could be aggregated, and the sum total of the reports could
not be used to synthesize a national-level assessment of Title I effective-

ness. These findings, however, came as no surprise.

Consideration of the quality of the average report also provided ;
little insight as to what kind and hbw'much improvement it might be ‘
poééible to effect through education, guiaelines, or even sanctions. The
formal analyses described in previous sections of this report were of
little value in seeking answers to these questions. Some insights, how-
ever, could be obtained ffom individual reports. A few states provided ;
reasonably representative and interpretable statistical data for at least
one of the three years. Also, all of the policy issues were addressed . A

completely by one or more of the reports. Arnd maﬁy of the reports were
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quité well written. These observations made it clear that the standards

against which the reports were assessed are not unattainable individually --

although in aggregate they may be.

In general, it appeared that those states whose reports contained
the best statistical data were those which had standardized evaluation
énd(reporting practices on a statewide basis. Where this situation
prevails, of course, it is possible for the State Department of Education
to aggregate the reports they receive from the LEAs with a minimum of
difficulty. Where states provide no guidelines, they are often faced
with the impossible task of aggregating such incompatible information
as average monthly gains reported by some LEAs with quartile shifts

reported by others.

Clearly it is desirable to allow the LEAs some flexibility in

the choice of their own evaluation and reporting practices. Further-
more, whatever standardized practices are adopted must be acceptable

and useful to the LEAs. Unless some standardization is effected, how-

ever, there is little hope that State Reports will ever be useful

for obtaining a national-level assessment of Title I impact. The stan-

dardization must, of course, be accomplished across as well as within
states, and this need may constitute the most difficult obstacle to be

overcome in achieving the study's objectives.

It follows from the preceding paragraphs that there appears 'to be

no theoretical barrier preventing State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports

from including coverage of the desired content areas and Ppresenting the

desired information in a standardized format which would enable aggrega-

tion across states. The problems with achieving these goals stem from

practical rather than theoretical considerations’ and the analyses con-
ducted to date.are of little help in trying to determine how closely
the objéctives can be approximated. Compromises will be required, but
it seems possible to achieve a suitablé tradeoff between the amount of
information presented and the quality of the data so that whatever is
contained in future reports will be both meaningful within states

and suitable for aggregation across states.
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One problem area where no compromise épﬁears workable is that of
wassessing and reporting cognitive achievement benefits. As shown by
the content analysis, the great majority of cognitive benefit assess-
ments have been based on norm-referenced comparisons and reported in
terms of grade—equivalent scores or grade-equivalent gains. These
characteristics probably invalidate all such evaluations. Work done
by RMC in conjunction with another project (Tallmadge & Horst, 1974;
Horst, Tallmadge, & Wood, 1975) has dgponstrated convincingly that

grade—equivalent scores cannot provide valid gain indices when used

in norm-referenced evaluation models and that the valid use of such

models imposes stringent requirements on testing times and the use

of normative data which are generally not known or recognized. SEAs

and LEAs must be taught the pitfalls associated with the models they

are currently using. and must !e convinced of the necessity of using

valid designs such as those presented in Horst, et al. (1974).
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ITI. PHASE II

Summary of Phase II Tasks

As the first task of Phase II, each State Report for FY 71, 72, 73,
and 74 was re-read by one of the staff members responsible for the Phase I

ratings, and the contents were described in the form of a critical summary.

Each critical summary included a description of the following topics:
participation, expeﬁditures,-cognitive impact, needs assessment, and
Pérent Advisory Councils, as well és the general readability of the report.
If the report contained no information on a topic, this fact was noted in
the summary. The critical summaries also included the standardized scores
each report received on the Cognitive Benefit, Data Adequacy, Policy Rele—-
vance, and Readability Scales completed in Phase I.

While these ratings provided a quantified numerical evaluation of
the reports, the critical summ#ries provided a more detailed narrative
description and assessment of the same material. In essence, the critical
summaries pointed out the strengths and weaknesses of each report. They
also illustrated the review process each report underwent during the ratings
in Phase I. An example of a typical critical summary and a more detailed

explanation of their exact content are given in the next chaptef.

The second‘and third tasks of Phase II involved the extraction and

. aggregation of data from the state reports that related to resource

allocation, participation, and cognitive achievement. Information relevant
to needs assessment and Parent Advisory Councils was also excerpted. Not
all states reported information on each of these categories, and those that
did often employed different summarizing formats precluding the aggregation
of more than a few stétes at a time. The aggregates of useable data are
clearly not representative of the entire nation; however, in most cases,

the data are representative of the states reporting them.

It should not be assumed that reports containing déta which could be
aggregated were superior to reports which had adopted other reporting for-

mats. In fact, the existence of common formats appeared to be more coinci-
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dental than the result of any conscious effort either to optimize the use-

d fulness of the data presented or to achieve comparability.

A larger number of states contributed comparable data to the éategory
of participation than to resource allocation. The greatest difficulty in
finding comparable data across the states was in the area of program impact.
Before aggregation was possible, a state's impact data had to be based on
a representative sample of children and had to share the format of another

state.

A description of the reliability and validity standards required of
the data in each category and the methodology involved in making the
vaggregations are discussed in later chapters of the report along with

the aggregations themselves.

The final Phase II task was the analysis of within-year and across-

year program trends. As far as possible, the aggregations in the present

study were desigﬁed to permit comparison with those in Wargo, Tallmadge,
Michaels, Lipe, and Morris (1972) and thus enable the trend analysis to
encompass FY 69-70 as well as FY 71-74. In some cases, however, the
methodology used by Wargo, et al. (1972) was incompatible with the objed—
tives of the present study, and discrepaﬁkies occurred that limited the
number of generalizations that could be made across the six years. Spe-
cific differences in procedures are discussed at relevant places in later

chapters.

N

Each trend analysis, regardless of cétegory, was also limited in that
it was based on a non-representative sample of states. It could not be
concluded that the observed trends existed on a national, or even a regional
level. Despite these drawbacks, some trends within each categofy were

identified and they are discussed in the report.
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Critical Summaries

During thé second phase of the project, a critical summary of each
State Title I Annual Evaluation Report was prepared by one of the staff
members responsible for fating the report during Phase I. These sum—
maries briefly discussed the reports' readability and ngCribed the
contents of the reports related to issues of target population, resource
allocation, cognitive impact,yneeds assessment, nonpublic participation,
and Parent Advisory Counciis. Topics covered by the three rating scales
(Data Adequacy,rPolicy Relevance, and Readability) used earlier in the
project'were summa;ized, as were aspects of data presentations which
were not included in the rating scales but which were relevant to the «

aggregation of data across states.

Preparation of the critical summaries required a closer inspection
of the reports than had been necessary during Phase I of the project.
In each report, all data on each topic were examined and compared in
an effort to determine their reliability and validity. For example,
if several different breakdowns of target population or resource alloca-
tion data resulted in different totals, this contradict;on was reported
in the critical summary and an attempt was made to discover an explanation
for the discrepancy. Wherever possible, the critical summaries also
discriminated between duplicated and unduplicated counts of participants
and between reports of allocations and of actual expenditureé. Patterns
of reporting participation and resource allocation data, and additional
information which could be computed from data in the reports were also

discussed.

Cognitive impact data in the State Reports were described in terms
of the sample of students for whom data were presented and the "represent-
ativeness" rating this sample received 6n the Data Adequacy scale. This
rating was considered particularly important since unrepresenﬁative |
samples could not be included in aggregations across states. Samples

which received ratings below the level of "possibly biased" were not

considered suitable for inclusion in an aggregation. Impact data were




lid

also examined for deficiencies which were not covered by the rating scale,
such as the inclusion of different students in pretest and posttest data,
or the mixing of summer term data (having very short pre- to posttest in-
tervals) with regular term data. The methods of presenting impact data

and the amount of explanatory material accompanying the data were also con-
sidered in writing this section of the summary. The types of scores re-~
ported, breakdowns used, and any analyses presented were discussed, as well

as whether or not tests and testing times were reported.

The critical summaries also described any information the reports pre-—
sented on the methods énd outcomes of needs assessments, on the membership and
activities of Parent Advisory Councils, and on nonpublic school participation in
Title I. Additional policy-relevant topics which were discussed briefly if they
appeared in the reports were comparability, Title I instructional time per pupil, .
time of Title I intervention, integratioﬁ of Title I with other compensatory

programs, and the administrative activities of the SEA.

The final topic of the critical summary was the readability of the State
Reports. 1In this section the reviewers attempted to point out any difficulties
they encountered in reading the report or in extracting data from it, and briefly
to explain any factors which significantly influenced the report's score on the
Readability scale. The critical summaries also included, at the beginning, each
report's normalized, standardized_score on each of four scales: Cognitive Bene-

fit, Total Data Adequacy, Policy Relevance, and Readability.

-

Each State Title I Coordinator received a copy of the critical sum-
maries of his or her state's reports at the beginning of Phase III of this pro-
ject. The summaries yere accompanied by an explanatory letter which also

prepared these officials for the telephone calls they were to receive from

project staff during Phase III.

A sample critical summary follows on the next page. This is not a sum-
mary of an actual State Réport, but is a compilation of ratings and descriptive
sections taken from the critical summaries of several different reports. It
illustrates the basic intent of all the Critical Summaries, which ;s to describe

specific characteristics of the Title I evaluation report'for that year, to

state the report's problems in such a way that suggested improvements are obvious,
and to mention the report's strong points in such a way that the practices are

incorporated into future reports.
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Critical Summary
CALISSIPPI
FY 72

Ratings

Cognitive Benefit: 3.6 out of a possible 10
Total Data: 5.8 out of a possible 10
Policy Relevance: 6.3 out of a possible 10
Readability: 7.6 out of a possible 10

Target population

The report provides an unduplicated statewide count of participating
students in a breakdown of public/nonpublic by regular &ear/summer/after
hours. Figures in this breakdown can be summed to produce what is pre-
sumably an unduplicated total.. Breakdowns by instructional program,
grade level, and county are also presented,. Ten exéﬁplary projects

are also'described, aﬁd numbers of students participating in each of
these projects are given. No information is provided on numbers of

Title I eligible students who were not served. Y

Expenditures

The total amounts of money granted to the LEA's for each year since
1965-1966 are reported. Per-pupil expenditures are presented for some

selected projects in language arts.

Impact data

Impact data are repdrted for 25 reading projeéés which represent a 15%
sample. The method used for sample selection is not cléér; however, the
' report states. that a review of the sample revealed a wide and represent-
ative range of project objectives, sizes, locations; and expenditures.
Thé sample was rated "p;obably to possibly biased," and the data were not

aggregated. Results are presented by project, and include information

on project cost, number of students, cost per pupil, and number of




students scoring in each quartile on the pre- and posttest. The numbers
of students taking the pre- and posttests do not match, hoﬁever, and this
indicates that systematic biases may have been introduced into the data.

There is no information on tests or test intervals.

Needs -assessment

The report contains a discussion of needs assessed by the statewide |

testing program, No information 'is reported on local assessments. 4
i

Public/Nonpublic participation .

Nonpublic participation and total and per-pupil expenditures for non-

public school participants are reported by grade band and school session.
\

Parent Advisory Councils

The membership composition of PAC's and PAC activities are reported in

a statewide summary.

Readability

The report is well organized and written in a clear and unambiguous manner.
Most tables are easily readable. Statements summarizing the major find-
ings included at the end of the report provide a good overvieﬁ for the

reader.
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Participation

. -

State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports presented participation -
data which were more comprehensive and rellable than data on resource
allocation and cognitive impact. The maJor problem associated w1th the
aggregation of partiéipatien data was in dealing with dupllcated versus
unduplicated counts. #Unduplicated‘eounts of Title I participants are
desirable for total state participation and grade level breakdowns, .
while an accurate picture of participation by program requires a dup-
licated count. Some State Reports gave‘duplicated counts in both
instances. 'In a number of State Reports, the figures were not labeled
duplicated or undupllcated, and it was difficult to determlne how they.
were derived. In Wargo, et al., (1972) there was no distinction made
between duplicated and undupllcated counts for the FY 69 and FY 70 par—
t1c1pat10n data. Here, there is an indication for each breakdown
whether duplicated or unduplicated counts were used. Because of this
difference in aggregation procedures conclusions that can be drawn

from part1c1paL10n data across the years 1969 through 1974 are limited.

The State Reports contain partlcipation data that are not included
in this report since only those data that were presented in a format shared
by several states could be aggregated ; Data were not aggregated from State

Reports that contained informatlon on regular year part1c1pat10n only.

Table 16 presents the total Title I part1c1pation by state for
fiscal years 1969 through 1974, The 1969 and 1970 figures, which have
been taken from the Wargo? et al., 1972 report, include migratory and
institutionalized particihants, and are usually based upon duplicated
counts of children. The figures for 1971 through 1974 exclude migrants
and institutionalized children, and are based on.counts ciearly labeled
unduplicated.or counts which could be presumed unduplicated. A footnote
indicates each of those cases in which it wasvnet.clear from the State

Report whether the count was duplicated or unduplicated.

For all six fiscal years, there are large differences in par-
ticipation among states. For FY 70 and 71, Nevada had the smallest

number of Title I participants, while New York had the largest. 1In

o
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TABLE 16

Pupit Participation in Title I Presented by State and'
Fiscal Year

State or
Territory FY 69 FY 70 FY 71 FY 72 FY 73 FY 74
Alabama 664,271 777,634 DNA DNA DNA DNA
Alaska 12,463 16,777 17,321%,3 3,106} 4,400! RNA
Arizona 103,294 61,930 49,744 44,272 37,983 36,220
Arkansas 149,616 154,524 158,223 124,599 96,317 72,3121,%
California 251,311 223,723 258,221, 314,281 343,627 596,921
Colorado 53,355 38,600 37,8402 39,513 46,819 42,7841
Connecticut 33,579 41,505 41,207 41,622 39,610 40,654
® Delaware 10,313 RNA 6,685 6,787 6,988 7,444
Wash. D. C. RNA DNA DNA DNA DNA DNA
Florida 197,523 107,496 46,517 $7,713' DNa 82,127
Georgia 204,024 RNA 182,148 158,904 131,107 115,771
Hawaii 8,891 7,874 DNA DNA 7,966! "RNA
Idaho 34,742 38,592 44,965 33,200 17,226 20,396
Illinois 201,533 RNA 242,7883 148,844 138,513 134,711
Indiana 154,493 123,847 120,438 122,826 136,468 119,5074
Iowa 95,547 114,084 85, 007! 78,3301 67,905 RNA
Kansas 64,481 69,299 63,189 51,643 41,336 RNA
Kentucky DNA DNA DNA RNA 238,122 DNA
. Louisiana . 228,030 157,949 163,283 145,988 - 120,302 RNA
‘Maine 38,115 33,459 ‘DNA 31,316 RNA 27,727
o Maryland RNA 56,781 87,385 68,944 DNA RNA
Massachudetts 103,071 69,824 68,985 75,886 65,114 RNA
- Michigan 147,452 110,706 132,954 168,125! . DNA - RNA
Minnesota 55,500 RNA 55,138 DNA DNA RNA
Mississippi 266,190 - 318,424  198,3851  202,235! 183,917} 147,886
Missouri 128,878 119,767 102,724} 86,367 80,943 72,155
Montana 12,081 .7,420 8,441 10,213} 7,905 RNA
. Nebraska 38,758 78,229 68,498 52,921 38,524 41,758
Nevada 1,958 1,329 1,4433 -2,839! 1,903~ RNA .,
New Hampshire DNA DNA 6,508! 3,006! DNA RNA
New Jersey 133,149 78,303 86,524 93,926 88,694 RNA *
New .Mexico 50,228 51,064 54,0411 30,802} - 22,860! RNA
- New York DNA DNA 944,766 435,955 RNA RNA
°N. Cardlina 273,386 260,582 263,908 225,595 173,043 RNA
N. Dakota 63,875 49,036 38,784 27,432, 23,998 23,998
Ohio 165,047 159,239 140,2611 132,9281>% 123,340 122,629
Oklahoma 166,852 _ RNA 156,7121 90, 646 DNA DNA
- Oregon 32,494 " 34,445 42,254 37,5212 44,007 RNA
- Pennsylvania 298,178 265,556 DNA 339,5672 334,5802 DNA
Rhode Island 16,705 .. 18, 8&3 15,993 12,805 17,6041 - RNA
S. Carolina 320,128 31 ¢ 256,157 165,393 152,613 121,370
S. Dakota 36,865 BT, 604 30,882 22,467 22,551
Tennessee 222,877 223,778} 169,6511 161,736 RNA
Texas RNA 227,248 429,257 392,317} 368,646
Utah 12,902 14,7851 12,2841 RNA _RNA
Vermont 14,471 14,239 13,937 13,908 14,2935 9,5002
Virginia 148,310 142,418 . 130,667 129,070 136,257 118,100
Washington 62,491 72,054 ~, 63,;@}1; .. 56,0281, DNA RNA
W. Virginia 95,493 88,871 83,572  ‘-68,620 497 849~ RNA
Wisconsin 65,667 63,101 - 57,855 57,174 54,799 RNA
Wyoming 20,912 16,289° 10,298 9,289 8,289 RNA
American Samoa DNA DNA RNA DNA 1,360, 1,790
BIA DNA DNA DNA DNA 22,180 25,328
Guam 7,388 5,517 RNA RNA 1,430 " DNA
Puerto Rico RNA 679,437 220,585° RNA RNA RNA
T Virgin Islands _ RNA RNA RNA RNA RNA DNA
Range 1,958 - 1,329 ~ 1,443 - 2,839 - 1,360 = 1,700 -
o i 664,271 777,634 944,766 435,955 392,317 596,921
Number Reporting 46 43 46 46 42 24

DNA= Data Not Available RYA= Report Not Available .

1. This figure may be a duplicated or unduplicated count. 2. An estimated figure.

3. An approximate figure. -4. This figure may include nonpublic participants.

5. This figure may include summer participants. 6. This figure represents the
total enrollment in Title I schools. It may also represent the number of Title I
participants.
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FY 73, American Samoa had the smallest number of participants and Texas had
the largest. 1In FY 74, American Samoa again had the smallest number of partic-

ipants and California had the largest.

-

Far more states had a decreasing number of total participants than had a
relatively stable or increasing number over the last four fiscal years.~?Al-
though the explanation for this trend is unclear, it may be due to an attempt
by several states to concentrate more funds on smaller numbers of children.
This explanation is supported by an increase in mean per-pupil expenditures

over the last four fiscal years (Table 31.)

" The percentages of nonpublic participants for each étate reporting such
data are presented in Table 17. The data for FY 69 and FY 70 have been re-
produced from the Wargo report. Both dupliéated and unduplicatéd counts were
used for this breakdown, since it was assuﬁed that the amount of duplication
would not vary significantly between public and nonpublic participants. Of
the 40 states that reported the number. of nonpublic participants for 1971,
Okiahoma had the smallest percentége, 0.2, and New York had the largest, with
16.6 percentlof their Title I participants from nonpublic schools. For FY 72,
Alaska had the smallest proportion of nonpublic students, while Massachusetts
had the largest. Tennessee had the smallest percentage of nonpublic students,
and Massachusetts again had the largest in FY 73. 1In FY 74, Georgia reported
the smallest proportion of nonpublic students and Nebraska reported the 1argestﬁ

Over the six fiscal years, there was a decrease in the number of State
Reports providing'informatioﬁ’on public versus nonpublic participation and the

explanation for this is not clear.

There 1s considerable variation in percentages of nonpublic participation
both within and between stat?s. Twenty- ~-three states showed a decrease in the
proportion of nonpublic part3c1pation over the six-year period, several states
~had no identifiable pattern or stayed about the same, and only four states
showed an increase. Data on the percent of eligible nonpublic students served

by Title I are not available in the State Reports.

Table 18 provides data on the percentages of Title I participants
enrolled in regular, summer, and yearlong sessions in FY 71, 72, 73, and 74.

This breakdown uses both duplicated and unduplicated figures. Only about one-
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TABLE 17

Percentage of Nonpublic School Children
Served by Title I Presented by Fiscal Year

State or
Territory FY 69 FY 70 FY 71 FY 72 FY 73 FY 74
Alabama 1.0 0.7 DNA DNA DNA DNA
Alaska 8.4 3.1 2,11 0.0t DNA RNA
Arizona DNA . 6.6 4.1 3.8 4.6 3.4
Arkansas 0.6 0.8 0.8 1.0 0.4 DNA
California 6.0 3.6 - 3.8 3.3 2.7 2.3
Colorado 6.0 6.2 4.61 3.6 2.2 3.7
Connecticut 10.3 10.7 7.0 5.0 5.1 5.4
Delaware 5.5 RNA 4.4 1.4 5.0 4.8
Wash. D. C. RNA DNA DNA 5.0 4.5 DNA
Florida 5.0 2.9 3.5 3.0 3.4 DNA
Georgia 0.6 RNA 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.5
Hawaii 6.0 3.5 1.3 0.8 1.0 RNA
Idaho 1.9 2.0 2.3 0.8 1.8 0.8 A
Illinois 7.9 RNA 8.1 10.3 3.8 4.8
Indiana 6.3 3.9 6.2 4.9 DNA DNA —
Iowa 10.8 9.9 8.7 9.9 9.2 RNA
Kansas 10.2 4.4 3.7 3.7 3.6 RNA
Kentucky DNA DNA DNA RNA 1.1 1.9
Louisiana 4.5 6.0 5.1 DNA 3.1 RNA
Maine - 5.7 6.5 DNA 5.2 RNA 4.7
Maryland RNA 5.1 1.9 2.1 DNA RNA
Massachusetts 16.1 17.5 12.0 13.0 13.1 RNA
Michigan 10.0 7.7 6.0 DNA DNA RNA
Minnesota 9.0 RNA 8.9 DNA DNA RNA
Mississippi 0.5 0.2 DNA DNA DNA DNA
Missouri 5.3 4.2 3.7 4.7 4.4 5.6
Montana 12.3 5.7 6.2 6.4 3.9 RNA
Nebraska 5.8 4.0 5.3 10.5 DNA 9.6
Nevada " 3.4 4.4 DNA DNA DNA RJA
New Hampshire DNA DNA DNA DNA DNA RNA
New Jersey 7.8 10.4 12.0 10.6 11.21 RNA
New Mexico 8.2 8.8 5.41 5.4 4.7 RNA ’
New York DNA DNA 16.6 DNA RNA RNA
N. Caroclina 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.5 RNA
N. Dakota 8.9 9.4 6.9 4.3 4.5 4.5
Ohio 4.5 4.5 4.8 4.3 4.3 DNA
Oklahoma 0.6 RNA 0.2 DNA DNA DNA
Oregon X 5.5 - 3.7 3.8 DNA 4.2 RNA
Pennsylvania 15.8 11.8 DNA 9.9 11.9! DNA
Rhode Island 12.5 10.2 9.2 12.4 9.5 RNA
S. Carolina 0.5 0.4 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.6
S. Dakota 9.6 9.0 8.7 8.9 3.6 4.0
Tennessee 2.0 DNA 0.8!1 0.61 0.13 RNA
.Texas RNA 2.4 2.32 DNA 1.5 1.9
Utah 0.6 0.5 DNA DNA DNA RNA
Vermont 0.7 6.4 6.8 5.7 6.8 DNA
Virginia DNA DNA DNA DNA DNA DNA
Washington 5.4 6.7 6.5 1.7 DNA -~ RNA
W. Virginia 1.7 1.5 DNA DNA DNA RNA
Wisconsin 8.0 5.6 8.2 7.1 6.4 RNA
Wyoming 4.2 3.2 1.9 1.8 2.8 . RNA
American Samoa DNA DNA RNA DNA DNA DNA
BIA DNA DNA DNA DNA DNA DNA
Guam 14.6 9.1 RNA RNA 4.2 ~ DNA
Puerto Rico RNA 1.1 DNA RNA RNA RNA
Virgin Islands RNA RNA RNA RNA RNA DNA
Range: J.4 - 0.2 ~ 0.2~ 0.0 - 0.1 - 0.5 -
i 16.1 17.5 16.6 13.0 13.1 9.6
Number Reporting 44 42 40 36 35 16
DNA= Data Not Available RNA= Report Not Available *Percent of Title I participants

l. Based on an approximate figure. 2. This figure may be based .on actual data
or on a projection from a sample. 3. This figure may include summer participationm.
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third of the State Reports contained data on participation by school session |
However, among those states providing such data, there was again considerable J
variation. As one would expect, all the states reporting such data have a |
higher proportion of regular. year participants than either summer or yearlong.

This emphasis may appear to be exaggerated, however, by figures from states

that reported unduplicated counts and did.not inlcude a breakdown for year-

long participants. In these cases, presumably studehts enrolled for both

regular and summer terms would have been reported only in the regular term ,
cétegory:’”&ﬁis difference in categorization should be taken into considera-

‘pioﬁ/in looking at the wide ranges in school session participation rates be-

tween states.

Although variations within states tend to be rather small, most
of the changes were in the direction of larger regular year percentages

and correspondingly smaller percentages for summer and yearlong sessions.

Table 19 presents breakdowns of Title I participants by grade level
, by year, and Tables 20, 21, 22, and 23, present grade level data by state
for FY 71 through FY 74. These percentages include both public and non-
public participants, and are based on data labeled or presumed to be un-
‘duplicated. There is little variation from year to year in the summary
data in Table 19. The highest proportions of participants are in the early
elementary grades, with grades 1, 2, and 3 accounting for approximately
half of the participation for each of the three years. This is true for
most of the states included in Tables 20 through 23, although there is
considerable between-state variation. This picture is consistent with data
in the Wargo report showing participants by grade band. However, since the
number of states reporting participation by grade levels and grade bands
is small, it is difficult to draw a naﬁional picture of which grades are

receiving the most attention.

Program participation and expenditures by state by fiscal year are
shown in Tables 24, 25, 26, and 27. Percentages of participants were de-

rived from duplicated counts and therefore total to more than 100.

There is considerable variation among states; however, reading and

language arts consistently serve %arge percentages of participants.
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TABLE 19

Percentage of Participants in Each Grade Level

Presented by Year

Fy 71 FY 72 Fy 73 FY 74

Prekindergarten 1.8 2.5 1.8 1.1
Kindergarten 8.5 8.3 7.6 7.8
1 1213 13.1 i3.5 12.5

"2 13.4 14.1 14.5 13.5

3 11.5 13.1 13.6 13.4

4 10.6 11.0 11.9 12.0

5 9.8 9.8 10.3 11.0

6 9.0 8.3 9.3 9.6

7 5.9 5.6 5.1 5.7

8 5.1 4.4 4.0 4.1

9 4.4 2.8 2.9 3.0

10 3.0 1.8 1.6 1.9

11 2.2 1.4 1.1 1.2

12 1.9 1.1 0.7 0.7
Ungraded 0.4 2.1 1.6 1.1
Out of School 0.0 0.4 el 1.2
Number of States 13 14 18 16

Reporting
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TABLE 20 j
)

Percentage of Participants in Each Grade Level, Preseﬁé
Fiscal Year 1971 ;

Grade

State Pre-K '~ K 1 2 3
Arizona 0.1 5.0 11.2  10.8 10.7 8. 8.4 7.
California 0.7 11.3  13.6  13.7 13.4  12. 11.4  10.
Florida 6.9 12.3 14.6 13.8 8. 7.4 9. 8.7
Kansas 7.4 9.0 11.2 11.4  10. 9.9 8. 9.5
Maryland 1.0  10.0 7.8 22.9 20.8  13. 10.3 8. i
Massachusetts .2 9.7 16.9  16.1  14.3  1I. 9.5 8. .3
Montana 0.3 1.5 7.7  10.6 11.2  10. 10.2 8. 9.4
New York 2.7 9.5 13.2  13.5 10.2  10. 9.7 8. 5.9
Oklahoma 8.2 8.4 9.4 9. 9.5 9. 10.4
Oregon 0.9 5.0 10.4  11.6 . 11.9 9. 7.8 6. 7.2
Rhode Island 1.6 5.5  16.4  17.8 14.5  11. 8.6 7. 5.9
South Dakota 0.5  10.9 8.1 9.6 10.8  10. 9.5  1l. 7.5
Wyoming 0.2 4.7 10.6  10.7 1.3 12. 11.6  10. 7.2
Range 0.1 1.5 - 7,7 8.4 9.4 8. 7.4 6. 1.6

5.2 11.3  16.9  22.9 20.8  13. 1.6  11. 10.4

1. Includes Pre-K
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TABLE 20

Fiscal Year 1971

icipants in Each Grade Level, Presented by State for

Grade
1 Un~-
' 3 10 11 12 Graded Other
.7 8.9 8.4 7.5 7. 10.6 5.5 4.0 2.7 0.4
4 12.3 11.4  10.1 3. 3.9 2.1 1.0 0.6 0.6
.8 8.9 7.4 9.4 8. 3.1 2.8 1.4 1.1 2.6
1.4  10.7 9.9 8.5 9. 4.6 3.5 2.9 2.5 2.0
D.8  13.4  10.3 .0 1. 0.0 0.1 0.0
.3 11.2 9.5 8.2 3. 1.1 1.0 0.
1.2 10.5  10.2 8.5 9. 8.2 6.5 3.4 2.8 0.8 0.4
f.z 10.3 9.7 8.9 5. 4.1 2.8 2.0 1.7 0.2
i.4 9.6 9.5 9.5  10. 8.5 6.1 5.5 5.0
.9 9.6 7.8 6.8 7. 6.3 5.5 6.2 4.9
.5 11.5 8.6 7.3 5. 2.6 1.8 0.7 0.2 3.6
0.8 10.2 9.5 11.3 7. 4.0 3.2 2.9 4.1 1.0
3.3 12.1  11.6  10.7 7. 4.9 2.0 1.5 1.3 5.0
.4 - 8.9~ 7.4- 6.8- 1. 0.0~ 0.1- 0.0~ 0.0~ 0.2
p.8  13.4  11.6  11.3  10. 10.6 6.5 6.2 5.0 5.0
. 77 66
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TABLE 21

Percentage of Participants in Each Grade Level, Presented
Fiscal Year 1972

i
|
;
o
:

Grade
State Pre-K X 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
\
x
Colorado ) 5.6 10.3  11.5  11.1 9.4 8.1 7.9 6.9
Hawaii | 3.0 5.2 8.3 8.9 10.0 10.0 9.6 9.4 8.5
Kansas 1.8 4.2 9.8 12.5 11.9 11.9 11.2 9.8 7.9
Maine 8.5 14.4  16.3 | 15.8  14.5 12.8 10.9 2.1
Maryland 3 3.2 13.0 20.5 19.1 15.2 7.9 5.8 2.9 4.4
Massachusetts .4.8 10.2 17;1 17.0 14.8 11.0 9.5 8.4 2.2
~ Missouri v' 0.8 2.7 8.3  11.9 12.6 13.2 12.8  11.2 8.4
Montana? 0.8 1.3 8.1 8.9 10.7 11.6 10.6 8.5 9.2
North Dakota 12.21 8.9 10.4 10.6 11.5 11.4 10.7 7.1
Rhode Island 0.2 5.0  14.9 16.2 15.1 9.4 8.2 7.8 7.3
South Dakota 0.8  12.9 9.5 11.2 11.7 11.7 10.4 10.0 7.0
Vermont 2.1 6.0 13.3  13.5 13.5 10.7 9.4 8.7 7.3
Wisconsin 7.8 13.0 16.2 15.3 13.2 9.6 7.2 5.2 2.4
Wyoming | 5.7 11.0 10.4 12.1  12.5 12.2  10.7 6.3
Range 0.2 - 1.3 - 8.1- 8.9- 10.0- 7.9 - 5.8 - 2.9 - 2,1-
7.8 13.0 20.5 19.1 15.8 14.5 12.8 11.2 9.2

1. Includes Pre-K

2, It 1is not clear whether this i1s a duplicated or unduplicated count.
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TABLE 21

;rticipants in Each Grade Level, Presented by State for
. Fiscal Year 1972

i
Grade 3
. T o ) ) " Un- J
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Graded  Other 3
| |
" 1
I~ :
L 1
11.1 9.4 8.1 7.9 6.9 7.1 5.4 3.8 3.4 2.6 6.9 i
. 10.0 ° 10.0 9.6 9.4 8.5 6.7 5.8 5.3 4.7 4.4 |
: .
' 11.9 119 11.2 9.8 7.9 5.8 4ot 2.8 2.5 2.1 1.4 1
?: . ' 1
15.8  14.5  12.8  10.9 2.1 1.5 3.2 |
| 15.2 7.9 5.8 2.9 4.4 3.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 4.2
14.8  11.0 9.5 84 2.2 1.5 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.5
| 12.6  13.2  12.8  11.2 8.4 6.6 4.2 1.8 1.3 0.9 3.2
| 10.7  11.6  10.6 8.5 9.2 7.9 7.6 5.9 3.9 2.3 1.1 1.3
¢ 10.6  11.5  11.4  10.7 7.1 5.3 3.4 3.0 2.7 2.4
151 9.4 8.2 7.8 7.3 4.0 4.6 2.3 1.1 0.9 3.0
. 11.7  11.7  10.4  10.0 7.0 5.3 3.6 2.3 2.1 - 1.3 0.3
- 13.5  10.7 9.4 8.7 7.3 6.4 3.5 1.6 1.2 1.1 1.5
13.2 9.6 7.2 5.2 2.4 2.2 1.7 1.7 1.0 0.7 2.7
' 12,1 12.5  12.2  10.7 6.3 7.2 5.0 4.0 1.2 1.1 0.5
' 10.0 - 7.9 - 58~ 29~ 21- 1.5- 0.2- 0.1- 0.0- 0.0~ 0.3- 0.5-
- 15.8  14.5  12.8  11.2 9.2 7.9 7.6 5.9 3.0 4.4 6.9 2.7




TABLE 22

'1
]

Percentage of Participants in Each Grade Level, Presente
Fiscal Year 1973 :

Gréde

State Pre-K K 3 4 5 7
Arizona 2.0 6.0 13.5 12. 11.5 9.0 7.8 7.5 5.4
California 1.9 11.8 13.9 14. 14.2 12.7 11.9 10.7 2.0
Colorado 6.61 11.8 12. 11.1 8.8 8.2 7.5 7.3
Idaho 8.6 10.4 11. 11.6 10.9 10.3 10.0 6.4
Kansas 6.71  11.0 15. 12.5 11.2 10.5 9.0 8.6
Massachusetts 4.9 10.2 18.1 17. i4.7 11.2 8.7 6.9 .1.7
Mississippi? 0.8 17.0 16. 14.1 12.8 12.0 10.8 6.4
Missouri 1.0 2.7 9.0 12. 13.6 13.4 12.9 11.0 8.1-
Montana? 0.3 1.5 7.7 10. 11.2 10.5 10.1 8.5 9.4
New Jersey? 3.7 10.6 19.8 21. 19.9 10.4 6.1 4.4 1.6
North Dakota 12.4 9.0 11. 11.6 11.1.  10.9 10.8 7.2
Rhode Island? 0.4 3.9 11.4 15. 16.9 15.1 8.3 6.6 7.0
South Dakota 0.7 13.4 8.4 11. 12.2 13.2 12.1 10.8 7.5
Texas 3 1.1 7.1 11.2 13. 12.1 12.1 10.1 9.7 7.3
Wisconsin 9.2 14.7 17.1 16. 14.4 8.6 5.6 3.8 2.0
Wyoming 5.9 10.8 12. 12.3 12.1 12.2 10.5 6.5
American Samoa
Guam 32.1 30.7 18. 9.5 7.8 0.8 0.2 %
Range 0.3 1.5 - 7:;':'“i6; 9.5':“Q‘7 8 - 0.8 - '"6;2':7”'1f6 ;uﬁ

12.4 32.1 30.7 21. 19.9 15.1 12.9 11.0 9.4

1. Includes Pre-K.

2. It is not clear whether this is a duplicated or unduplicated count.

3. It is not clear whether these figures represent projections from sample data or actual p
It is also not clear whether this is a duplicated or unduplicated count. :
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t ) - TABLE 22 .

Eof Participants inanch Grade Level, Presented by State for ]
: Fiscal Year 1973 . .

L . -—.- a].:-éa;——w— - e B ——— — - - -

2 3 . 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 GEZ;ed Other
2.6 11.5 9.0 7.8 7.5 5.4 4.5 11.3 4.7 2.4 1.8 0.0

ﬂz 14.2 12.7 11.9 10.7 2.0 1.2 3.3 1.7 0.7 0.3 0.2 :
.8 1.1 7 88 8.2 7.5 7.3 6.8 5.2 3.0 2.9 2.2 5.8

ii 11. 10.9  10. 10.0 6.4 5.2 4.6 4.0 4.1 2.7 |

;1 12. S11.2 10. 9.0 -8.6 5.5 4.2 1.9 1.4 1.1 .1

;6 14. 11.2 8. 6.9 1.7 1.3 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.5 .5 1.6

.3 14.1 12.8 12.0 10.8 6.4 4.9 2.1 1.1 0.9 0.7

i7 13.6 "13.4 12.9 11.0 8.1 6.0 3.0 1.4 1.0 'o 6 3.5

;é 11.2  10.5  10.1 8.5 9.4 7.9 8.2 6.4 3.4 2.8 0.8 0.4

L3 19.9 10.4 6.1 . 4.4 1.6 1.2 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.0

éo 11.6  11.1  10.9  10.8 7.2 6.4 3.0 2.9 2.1 1.6

i6 16.9 15.1 8.3 6.6 7.0 5.3 3.7 2.4 0.8 0.3 2.3

io 12.2 13.2 12.1 10.8 7.5 ‘5.8 1.8 1.0 0.5 0.4 1.2

52 12.1 12.1 10.1 9.7 7.3 6.4 2.5 1.5 1.2 1.0 3.3

1 1404 8.6 5.6 3.8 2.0 1.7 1.7 1.4 1.0 0.8 1.9

;8 12.3 12.1 12.2 10.5 6.5 5.4 4.6 0.9 0.8 0.6 WA

' 27.9 30.5 25.6 16.0 0.1

9 9.5 7.8 0.8 0.2

6 - 9.5 - ‘-;;8 - 0.8 - ~6:2 - -1.6 - 1.2 . 9.3 - 0.2 - 0.3 - 0.0~ 0.0- ‘-0.1 -
'3 19.9 15.1 12.9 11.0 9.4 7.9 27.9 30.5 25.6 16.0 5.8 1.9

éd or unddplicatéd count.

ésent projections from sample data or actual participation per grade level.

Jicated or unduplicated count. )

- | 81 3
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TABLE 23-

Percentage of Participants in Each Grade Level, Presend

|
|
|
4'
1
l?
Fiscal Year 1971 1

Grade
% ‘ State Pre-K K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
E Arizona 1.5 5.1 11.7 12.9  12.3 10.1 9.5 7.7 SJZ;
| Arkansas 0.1 1.7 6.3  10.7 11.4  12.3  11.6  12.0 10.43
ﬁ California 0.7 14.1  15.5 13.7  13.2  10.9 .10.0 9.3 3.1
| Colorado 1.6 5.6  12.7  13.1  11.7 8.8 8.4 7.6 7.3
f Florida 0.3 5.9 15.8  18.4  15.5 11.2  10.5 8.7 6.7%
Z Georgia 7.41  10.9  13.8  13.3 11.8  11.0 9.9 9:3§
| Idaho 0.0 5.1 15.0  11.6  14.5  11.6  11.3  14.2 5.6
Kentucky 0.0 3.1 11.7  14.3  14.6  13.5  12.1  10.6 8.6§
HMaine 0.5 9.3 15.7  16.3  16.1  14.4  13.6  10.6 0.0
Mississippi 0.6 0.0  14.5  14.1  14.0  13.5  13.3  11.6 6.2 |
Missouri 1.3 4.6 7.6 .13.6 14.1  13.9  13.5  11.8 '7.95
North Dakota 11.9 0.0 9.7  11.9  13.2  12.6  11.1  10.6 7.1
Ohio 5.7 4.0  14.5  18.5 L%;l 11.2 8.2 6.1 3.o§
South Carolina 0.3 4.4 7.5 9.8 1.3 - 11.9 11.8 10.3 7.7
South Dakota 1.0 10.9  10.0 12.3  12.8  13.8 12.6  11.6 6.5
; | Texas 0.8 8.0 9.8 11.6 12.7 13.0 11.7 9.1 6.8?
|
Range 0.0 - 0.0 - 6.3- 9.8- 11.3- 8.8- 8.2- 6.1 - 0.0.
11.9 14.1 - 15.8  18.5  16.1  14.4  13.6  14.2  10.4

1. Includes Pre-K

t - 82




TABLE 23

l

|

1

) ’ :

cipants in Each Grade Level, Presented by State for ' : N ]
|

1

i

]

Fiscal Year 1971 . . \ N
Grade ’ : ' i : — :\\ L
, : Un— , N

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Graded . Other \ |

: \ \\\ i

10.1 9.5 7.7 5.4 5.1 11.5 4.4 1.8 0.8 0.0 .0 B

12.7  11.6. .12.0  10.4 7.6 4.6 3.4 2.4 1.8 2.7 0.9 _}

10.9  10.0 9.3 3.1 2.0 3.3 2.0 1.1 0.6 0.4 0.0 j

8.8 8.4 7.6 7.3 6.3 3.8 2.6 2.5 1.6 6.3 - 0.0 |
11.2  10.5 8.7 6.7 2.5 1.6 1.5 0.4 0.1 1.0 0.0

11.8  11.0 9.9 9.3 5.8 "3.4 1.6 1.1 0.7 0.0 0.0 g

© 11.6  11.3  14.2 5.6 4.5 3.3 1.4 1.1~ 0.7 0.0 0.0 ?

13.5  12.1  10.6 8.6 6.8 2.7 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 |
14.4  13.6  10.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.5
13,5 13.3  11.6 6.2 46 2.2 1.9 - oo 0.3 0.0 3.3
13.9 13.5 ° 11.8 7.9 6.1 2.0 1.4 0.7 0.4 1.1 0.0
12.6  11.1 - 10.6 7.1 5.2 2.6 1.7 1.2 1.1 0.0 0.0
11.2 8.2 6.1 3.0 1.6 0.9 1.1 0.8 0.3 1.7 6.0
1.6 11.8° 103 7.7 6.4 .6.1 5.0 3.7 2.1 0.6 0.8
13.8 12.6 11.6 6.5 5.2 1.2 0.4 0.2 0.0 0.0 1.3
3.0 117 9.1 6.8 5.4 2.5 1.8 1.2 - 1.0 2.8 1.8
- 88- 82- 6.1-° 0.0- 0.0- 0.0-0.0- 0.0- 0.0- 0.0- 0.0-

, 4.6  13.6  14.2  10.4 7.6 11.5 5.0 3.7 2.1 6.3 6.0 .

| - J 9

83
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Percentage of Participg
for Programs by State

Alabama Arizona. Arkansas Idaho Kansas ” Louisiana
Instructional Par. Exp. - Par. Ixp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. = Par, Exp. P4
Art 0.9 5.1 0.8 9.4 1.8 0.8 6.6 4.0 . 0.6
3usiness Education 0.2 1.0 0.5 l.b 0.7 ‘0.2 - 0.1 - 1.5 0.3
Cultural Enrichment 4.5 21.4 2.1 0.6 0.7 6.2 2.4 3.5 0.6
English-Reading . 45.0 70.2 35.4 21.1  19.6 2.4 57.1 71.9 * 34.5 ;6j
English—Speeéh 0.9 23.8 4.6 0.1 0.1 ' ’ 1.0 0.6
-English-Other L.A. .5 20.0 5.5 4.1 .3 3.0 4.1 6.1 1.3 1]
E.S.L.. 0.0 20.1 8.4 0.4 0.4
Foreign Language 0.6 0.2 0.2 2.5 0.1
liome Economics 0.2° 0.5 -0.2 0.3 0.2 0.6 1.6 0.3
Industfial Ares - 0.3 0.9 0.4 1.6 2.0 1.6 . 2.4 0.8 . {
Mathematics 8.0 11.3 1.5 4.5 2.9 2.0 16.2 28.9 4.4 U
Music . ’ 2.1 - 8.9 1.2 26.7 5.1 4.8 3.1 10.7 = 1.6
PE, llealth, Rec. 3.7 13.5 1.5 11.3 2.0 0.3 8.3 17.6 2.3 1
Hatural Science 1.3 2.9 0.2 0.9 0.6 0.5 1.0, ’ 17.8 1.3
Social Science C1.3 4.2 0.4 1.0 0.8 1.1 0.1 21.1 1.2
: Other Voc. Ed. * 0.7 0.6 0.3 0.1 0.1 7.4 0.4 1.3 1.3
: Special Activities . . ]
X for Handicapped « 3.9 1.6 4.6 2.1 6.9 2.5 4.1 5.0 6.6
. K& Prek 4.3+ 32 5.0 0.7 1.3 125 2.7 4.3 2.0 1
. Other . : 1.0 6.0 1.5 10.8  16.6 © 0.6 2.2 28.1 1.8
g ‘Suggortiﬁe 7 )
- Attendance o 0.7 10.5 0.9 15.0 0.8 0.0 10.9 1.6
. Clothing 0.0 4.8 0.1 » ' 0.2 0.1 0.9
Food ‘ 1.9 10.3 0.7  30.1 277 7.9 4.3 0.2
Guidance Counseling : 5.5 27.1 10.6 37.7 6.6 22.1 34.9 5.9
Health-Dental 0.6 3.3 0.6 9.5 1.2 | 5.6 0.6 .
: \ Health-Medical ‘ 1.5 20.1 1.4 38.4 3.9 23.5 37.6 3.1
Library, Media Center 4.6 86.5 = 9.5 4.8 - 0.5 9.3 18.4 1
" Psycho. Services 0.4  21.4 2.4 68.0 0.4 2.8 2.3 4.2 1.0 |
. Social Work 0.3 7.0 2.6 32.3 2.9 7.7 6.9 1.2
 Speech Therapy 0.4 9.4 1.7 3.3 1.6 0.6 3.4 5.0 2.4
Transportation | 2.3 2.5 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.6 9.3 1.1 ;
Sﬁec. Services é
for Handicapped 0.0 19.8 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 2.1 %
© Other 0.9 9.6 1.6 31.5 = 4.6 S 27.2 1.9 0.6
; 1. Percentages total to more than 100 because a pumber of children participated in more than one program.
{ ] “cated number of Title I participants was used to derive each program percentage. i
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v s

N. Dakota
Par. . Exp
b 7.1 1.9

63.2 - 52.7

11.5 . 5.8

0.0 0.0
19.4  10.8
'18.8 4.9
13.4 3.4
' 1.7 0.6
5.0 2.2
0.7 3.1
10.2 8.2
9.5 1.5
141 4.0
1.2 1.1

The undupli-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

pants and Zpenditures
e for Fiscal Year 1971

Oklahoma

Par.
1.6
0.4
1.9
6.7

2.6

0.6
3.3
3.0
2.7
1.9

6.8.

0.4

1.6

19.4

2.0
0.0
8.0
19.5
1.1
20.5
4.4
0.3
2.5

Exp.

Rhode
Oregon Island
Par. Exp. Par.  Exp. .
7.9 0.7 1.3
0.5 0.¢C 0.5
32.5 5.3 2.7
67.6 51.7 41.8
4.6 1.1 1.1
23.8 7.0 0.7

0.4 0.3 6

0.5 0.0
.4 0.4

2.6 0.5 1.2

24.9 6.7 5.0

4.0 0.4 1.0

152 1.9 1.6
.2 0.7 1.1

6.1 1.2 1.5
.8 1.7 0.0
.7 1.2 4.0

4. 3.

5.0 1.4 8.
.2 0.1 2.6
.0 0.0 1.5

L2.2 0.5 1.8
12.8 4.4 3.6

2.9 0.3 0;2'

4.4 0.7 1.7

10.6 1.2 0.3

2.2 0.6 0.4

1.9 2.2 2.8
.0 0.6 0.9

7.1 3.0 2.3

0.1 0.0 0.4

0.0 0.0 0.6

80

S. Carolina
_Par.

21.

28.
26.
26.
39.

[o 2T V)

H O O O ~w W
W W O NWHE WD N O N W wg e e

o

38.

21.
39.
24.
12.
55.
68.

13.

13.

31.

O 0 0 P VW O N O W W

1.9
0.6
0.9
30.9
0.5
2.3
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.0
4.1
2.5
1.6
2.5
1.4
2.5

3.8
4.0
10.8

=
£ 0

w O
[= <IN OV

! N
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Exp.

S.

Par.

46.

15.
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23.6
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v
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Dakota

2

0

O N N 11 D NN O N

=

Virginia Wyoming
Par. Exp. Par. Exp.
17.7 1.0 16.7
31.8 4.7 33.3
98.4 38.1 49.9
35.72 .52

0.8

0.3 0.6

1.0 0.5

0.7 0.4

- 32.2 7.0 25.3
20.5 1.5 16.8
16.4 2.2 23.3 s
12.4 1.6 19.5

6.9 0.8  16.7

2.3 0.9 2.6

2.9 5.6 1.4
11.5 7

48.5
28.4 2.5 5.3

6.8 0.3
55.5 5.2 15.5
20.1 1.4 15.2
40.93 2.2 40.8

3.5

6.2 0.8  13.
10.0 0.6‘ 1.1

5.4 0.8
50.3 2.4 4.7
29.4 6.8

Includes specech and ESL
Includes dental




TABL

Porcentage of Particig
for Programs by Statd

1. Percentages total to more than 100 because a number of children participated in more thau one program.
ipants was used to derive each program percentage.

5. Includes Music, Dramatics. and Crafts

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

6.

v

8

Includes Food

Includes all English

Alabama Arizona Arkansas Colorado Idaho Louisiana Maine Mass. M4

Instructional Par. Exp. Par. Par. Exp. Par. Exp.  Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. P
-Art 1.1 0.1 0.0 1.0 0.6 2.3 28.93
Business Education 0.0 0-1 0.4 0.2 1.4 0.1
Cultural Enrichment 0.7 13.6 0.2 0.1 10.3 4.0 0.6 2.3 43.8
English Reading 50.5 75.3 32.5 25.5 50.4 46.8 20.5 67.8 34.7 90.3 73.§/wa//”’ﬂf
English-Speech ' 0.0 17.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.3 T ;
English-Other L.A. 1.8 20.1 8.4 5.3 21.0 39.3 1.5 5.5 2.0 12.6
ESL 17.2 0.9 ' » 8.2
Foreign Language 0.0 _
Home Economics 1.0 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.2

Industrial Arts 0.0 1.0 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.8 .5 0.2
Mathematics 16.7 9.2 9.9 5.1 7.8 1.2 41.4 14.3 15.7 35.5
Music 1.8 0.3 0.0 16.0 2.4 2.3
PE, Health, Rec. 0.1 3.6 1.1 0.1 58.6 5.8 0.5 0.1 5.0 20.7
Natural Science 1.2 2.2 1.9 0.9 22.92 2.7 0.2 2.8 4.1 13.7
Social Science .4 2.1 2.1 0.9 9.6 4.3 0.9 3.0 0.6 9.0
Other Voc. Ed. 0.0 0.4 0.3 0.4 5.6 2.4 1.5 0.8 1.3
Special Activities

for Handicapped 3.9 0.7 3.0 10.3 7.8 2.5 7.1 5.5 9.6 8.1
K and PreK 6.8 2.6 1.5 1.9 5.9 5. 2.1 1.3

Other 4.4 2. l6.2 27.6 17.3 36.6 8.1 26.1 10.4 4.0
Supportive
Attendance 0.7 14.9 3.1 0.1 8.1 0.8 16.8 1.1
Clothing 0.0 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.0 37.78
Food 0.3 .7 5.3 0.3 5.0 4.1 0.2 2.1 0.2 5.
Guidance Counseling 2.4 18.1 44.7 5.1 43.7 26.5 5.5 11.0
Health-Dental 0.8 6.1 9.7 1.2 5.0 0.7
Health~Medical 1.8 22.0 38.1 3.4 12.73 42.7 2.7 9.63 13.13 i
Library, Media Center 1.4 3.4 0.2 30.4 49.6 6.1 66.1 7.6 2.9
Psychological Services 0.3 9.7 35.4 0.5 7.5 23.1 3.6 5.3 1.0 3.3 36.7
Social Work c.4 11.3 38.1 3.2 12.9"% 0.5 10.6 1.4 6.8
‘Speech Therapy 0.2 3.1 2.7 1.5 2.0 0.2 7.4 1.7 4.9 5.1 T
Transportation 2.0 9.6 3.8 ° 0.7 10.2 19.1 1.5 9.4 0.8 11.9 ‘
Spec. Svs. for Handicapped 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.1 2.9 1.2 1.1
Other 2.1 2.8 32.5 3.5 8.7 239.4  29.4 9.6 1.4 2.0 20.4

The unduplicated number ¢

Includes ESL and Other
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Lcipants and E penditures :
tate Cor Fiscal Year 1972
Missm' ‘b—l-.‘D;T«;:;—”' Okla;xoma Rhode Island S. Carolina S. Dakota Tennessee Virginia Wisconsin W;’Pmif’l—éw ‘
- Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par, Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par = Exp.
; 1.2 2.6 3.8 7.2 2.8 0.3 4.1 1.4 1.2 14.2 1.2 5.7 19.7
L”f,.,-13fi 0.6 2.5 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.1
g 0.0 3.2 1.0 4.1 0.1 1.3 0.7 4.2 2.1 0.8 32.1 3.2 16.3 26.6
47.4 49.3 49.6 17.97 68.8 S4.1 B7.7 34.9 4B.4  40.2 35.0 99.1 41.9 47.6 79.5
0.7 0.3 2.8 2.9 2.5 1.7 2.9 6.28 3.4 '
i 5.2 10.9 5.9 .6 1.7 17.4 8.9 8.2 6.2 15.9 16.1 8.9
7. 9.6 0.0 0.0 4.2 1.1 2.5
0.0 0.0 0.3 0.7
0.1 0.1 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 .1 2.8 0.6 0.1
0.9 0.6 0.9 4.2 2.0 1.7 19.0 0.2 4 2.6 0.8 0.2
15.7 12.4 7.5 5.6 7.8 4.2 76.5 7.6 15.7 7.6 .9 52.4 7.4 15.5 46.6
2.3 4.4 7.6 10.6 1.9 0. 0.7 0.1 2. 13.6 1.0 6.0 20.9
4.0 1.9 5.2 6.7 1.1 1.7 0.2 1.8 0.3 1.5 14.6 1.9 10.0 30.2
1.7 1.0 0.3 1.1 .2 9.2 0.8 0.6 0.4 .9 9.0 1.1 8.5 25.0
0.9 2.1 2.0 .7 5.5 0.7 0.5 0.2 4.4 0.9 4.3 28.4
0.9 1.6 0.7 ' 5.1 2.6 0.0 0.0 1.1 1.1 0.4 0.3 3.1
3.6 5.3 8.9 .7 7.8 5.1 4.1 0.9 0.6 1.5 3.7 7.2 2.2 1.4
0.7 7.1 3.9 3.6 4.2 7.2 12.2 12.8 16.0 10.5 9.8 32.1
135.9 7. 3.4 29.7 12.2 27.2 17.7 3.0 7.8 71.2
, 1.3 :
; 0.2 4.3 3.0. 1.1 18.7 0.7 3.3 0.2 .7 33.3 2.0 4.4 6.5
0.6 1. 4.4 0.4 0.2 0.0 0. 3.3 0.1 2.4
2.8 0.3 0.8 0.7 .1 7.9 0.2 2.5 0.0 i 46.1 3.8  14.7 22.0
1.5 29.5 27.8 2.3 21.8 1.4 10.0 0.2 8.5 1.4 10.7 23.5
4.1 0.2 0.0 .1 36.7 1. 6.1 0.0 . 10.4 2.7 5.1
2.7 19.0 9.1 .7 73.4 3. 6.3 ofa, .2 40.3 4.7 34.53
0.4 0.3 - 1.4 1.6 0.7 24.3 1.7 7.8 0.4 1.3 1.5 4.4
3 0.1 0.5 0.8 .8 8.6 0.6 0.8 0.2 1.8 10.3 1.2 10.4 3.3
0.9 3.3 13.4 1. 1.8 0.8 1.5 4.3 * 0.6 7.7 1.
0.1 1.8 0.5 3.6 0. 2.7 1.1 .1 8.9 0.9 5.6 .1
0.0 0.7 13.3 1.1 8.9 2.7 1. 43.8 2.4 45.5 2.
2.7 .2 0.0 0.1 8.9 0.7
3 B 7.0 0.8 42.5 3.4 1.6 0.4 1.§_ 16.6 9.2 12.4
zer of Title I partic-~ Includes‘Math 3. Includes Dental 4. Includes Attendance
9. Includes Health-Medical
|
]
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TABLq
Percentage of Particip%
for Programs by State}

3

: Arkansas Colorado Georgia . Louisiana Mass. Mississippi ﬂ
Instructional Par. Exp- Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. E%
Art . 4.2 1.2 15.5 1.7
‘Business Education : 0.1 0.9 3.4 0.9 0.2 0.1
Cultural Enrichment 0.12 19.9 0.2 9.1 0.1 67.95 0.4 0.0 ;
English-Reading 48.7 43.2 86.0 56.5 76.8 45.5 65.9 73.8 43.1 5!
English-Speech : 0.2 J.1 0.5
English-Other LA 3.2 22.4 0.5 1.3 1.3 0.7 19.3 26.2 8.7 1
ESL 2.4 ]
Foreign Language ‘
Home Economics 0.2 0.4 0.2 1.4 33.5 0.1
Industrial Arts 1.0 2.2 1.2 0.3 0.2 1.3 2.9 0.9 2
Mathematics 3.5 18.2 28.9 13.2 47.7 16.0 29.3 51.1 15.4 .
Mugic ‘ 6.2 2.0 26.7 2.6
PE, Health, Rec. 0.0 14.8 1.7 15.7 33.7 3.9
Natural Science 0.5 3.2 1.4 13.0 15.5 1.5
Social Science 0.6 7.8 2.5 1.0 1.4 0.4 10.9 4.8 0.4
Other Voc. Ed. 0.3 8.0 0.9 0.7 1.1 1.4 1.0 0.5
Special Activities )

for Handicapped 8.4 11.1 2.0 2.2 6.0 7.7 2.9 4.9

K & Prek 1.3 9.1 12.8 3.9 1.6 0.3 0.6 2
Other 19.6 18.1 1.8 1.2 10.6 6.1 13.9 6.4 0.7
Supportive
Attendance 0.1 - 9.5 0.6 19.6 1.2 28.4 1.4
Clothing 0.4 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.1
Food 0.13 3.6 7.1 1.4 0.0 17.97 8.7 0.2 ,
Guidance Counseling 3.3 25.4 2.3 0.2 31.0 4.5 45.5 3.1 2
Health-Dental 0.6 ‘ 11.9 1.4 27.0 1.5 ;
Health-Medical 2.2 12.7% 41.5% 2.2 z8.0% 49.6 3.6
Library, Media Center 0.0 46.8 6.4 0.6 67.8 3.7 42.5 3.1
Psychological Services 0.4 10.0 12.2 0.4 22.5 0.5
Social Work 2.4 3.2 0.8 0.2 12.4 2.1 2.2 0.1
Speech Therapy . 1.1 : 5.5 1.5 4.4 2.5 0.9
Transportation 0.3 11.8 0.7° 7.6 0.3 1.6 0.6
Special Services for T

Handicapped 0.1 - 2.9 5.0 1.1 1.1 0.0
Other 2.0 14.8 7.0 0.7 16.4 1.9 68.6 16.9 0.4 10
1. Percentages total to more than 100 because a number of children participated in more than one program. ;
2. Includes Art and Music 3. Includes Clothing and Transportation 4. May include Dental 5. Includes
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. The unduplicated number cf Title I participants was used to derive each program percentage.

Includes Clothing

7.

ood and Clothing 6.

Inc ludes Crafts, Art, and Music
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Percentage of Part
for Programs by .9
Alabama Arizona Arkansas Colorado Florida
Instructional Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp.
Art 0.0 0.2
Business Education 0.0
Cultural Enrichment 13.1 0.4 0.2 12.9 /
English-Reading - 45,1 76.8 50.2 38.1 56.5 79.1 8
English-Speech 0.1 8.8 6.2
English-Other LA 0.4 18.5 23.3 27.4 12.7
ESL 13.7 0.5
Foreign Language
Home Economics 0.0 0.3
Industrial Arts 0.1 0.3
Mathematics 16.3 12.3 9.2 5.6 22.1 14.9 3
Music 1.3
PE, Health, Rec. 1.5
Natural Science 0:6 1.7 3.0 0.6
Social Science 0.7 13.8 9.2
Other Voc. Ed. 2.0 1.7 37.8
Special Activities :
for Handicapped 1.5 0.2 12.7 8.4 3.9
K & Pre-K 9.6 0.6 1.0 ' : 4.7 Y
Other | 4.7 5.9 0.7 13.9 5.5 |
’Suggortive
Attendance 0.6 4.2 8.0 5.2
Clothing 0.0 0.4 2.0 0.9 3
Food 0.1 3.9 1 3.2 1.8
Guidance Counseling 2.1 4.7 16.0 4.6 6.6 7.9
Health-Dental 3.3 8.0 3.4
Health-Medical 1.72 5.2 19.¢ 3.52 11.62 4.0 2
Library Media Center 0.3 i 0.8 .4 0.1 y
Psychological Services 0.0 2.6 . .1 0.5 j
Social Work 0.4 3.8 21.7 3.2 14.4 9.0 ‘
Speech Therapy 0.1 6.2 3.2 2. 0.6
Transportation 2.6 9.9 0.3 0. 0.4 0.1 ’
; Special Services T
| for Handicapped 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.4 ‘
| Nther 12.3 0.7 1.7 4.3 12.6

! - \

1. Percentages total to more than 100 because a number of children participated .in more than one pro

2. Includes Dental 3. Includes Clothing

g4 - |




TABLE 27

rticipants and Expenditures
 State for Fiscal Year 1973

_T____________T_f_____1-l!IIIHllUl-I.IIIllllIllIIUIllllIIllllIlIllllllIl.llllll’l.ll.lll...llﬂ

rogram. The unduplicated number of Title I participants was used toderive each program percentage.

 Georgia Maine Mississippi Missouri Nebraska Caigggga Texas

. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp. . Par. Exp. Par. Exp. Par. Exp.

| 2. 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.0

i 0.1 0.1

: , 11.4

- 87.4 62.8 99.9 41.3 63.3 63.2 59.8 32.3 64.0

: 9.9

0.1 0.1 87.7 20.7 7.7 10.2 0.5 10.8 8.5 10.0

E 3.0

Z 0.1 0.0

? 2.7 0.5 0.2 0.1

| 34.5 16 5 38.8 52.4 33.1 12.2 16.4 45.8 16.8 16.0
1.3 0.1

? 1.8 0.2 1.6 4.0

‘ 0.4 0.1 2.0 0.1 3.3 1.0 4.7

‘ 0.1 0.0 1.4 1.7

0.1 0.1 0.3 0.2 1.6 1.2

. 0.3 0.3 10.2 5.8 1. 10.2 6.3

1 10.3 15.5 0.2 2.9 1 5.0 6.7 .5

1.1 0.9 10.2 0.9 27.6 3.6 11.9 0.2

! 22.8 1.1 12.2 1.1

32.7 1.9 0.0 3.5 0.7 7.9

5 .3 0.0 0.4 1.7 o. 28.9
29.1 1.6 26.1 12.0 o0. 36.7

{ 29.0 1.3 0.1 13.6 37.1

24,97 1.22 75.8 3.0 2.92 1.1 38.9 66.0

2.2 0.1 6.0 0.3 7.8 13.4 0.

S 8.0 52.2 0.9 7.7 7.5

0.4 0.1 8.7 1.0 0.1 18.0 1.6

0.3 0.1 8.0 4.1 1.3 .2 3.0 o.

; 2.33 2.0 0.1 5.4 1.0 20.0
0.0 0.0 ) 0.5 0.2

12.4 0.5 31.8 27.4 1.7 32.2




Table 28, in fact, shows a cd@sistent increase in the percentage of partic-
ipants served by reading and language arts programs ranging from 69 percent
in 1971 to 86 percent in 1974. These figures, however, must be interprqted
cautiously since they are based on small and different samples of states.
The '"Other" category in Tables 24, 25, 26, and 27 occasionally shows high
percentages of both participation, and expenditures. This is due to the in-
clusion of state program breakdowns that did not fit into any of the other
categories used for this report. Table 28 presents a summary of these data

by each of the four fiscal years.

Table 29 shows the percentages of participants and costs in instruc-
tional activities by state for fiscal years 1969 through 1974. There is

wide variation among states in both participation and expenditures; however,

_it seems clear that in most states instructional activities are receiving

attention equal to or exceeding that of supportive services.

In summary, participation data show that there is considerable
variation among states in number served, proportion of nonpublic participa-
tion, percentages of studeﬁts per school session and grade level, and the
perceﬁtage of participants in each program. The total public and nonpublic
participation figures reflect data from a sufficient number of states to
provide a national picture of Title I participation over the last four
fiscal years. Data are less complete for the various participation break-
downs; however, the number of State Reports providing this information in-
dicates that these breakdowns are feasible. Hopefully, more states will

include these breakdowns in future reports.




TABLE 28

Percentage of Participants and Expenditures

Presented by Programs Across States by Fiscal Year
Program FY 71 FY 72 - FY 73 . FY 74
Instructional Par. Egp. Par. Exp. Par. - Exp. Par. Exp.
Art 10.6 1.1 5.9 0.9 4.7 0.9 0.3 0.0
Business Education 1.0 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0
Cultural Enrichment 9.5 2.8 10.9 1.5 7.6 0.8 4.6 0.0
English-Reading 56.8 37.6  67.5 40.5 69.5 45.3 69.3 47.4
English-~Speech 3.7 0.9 1.9 1.2 0.8 0.3 3.9 0.0
English-Other Lang. 8.6 4.0 12.3 5.4 13.5 4.4 12.5 5.7
ESL 0.3 0.7 2.2 0.1 0.3 0.9 1.5
Foreign Language 0.5 0.1 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Home Economics 0.6 0.2 0.7 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.0
Industrial Arts 1.2 0.6 4.0 0.7 1.2 0.6 0.4 0.1
Mathematics 19.5 5.6 33.4 10.0 31.3 9.6 15.6 19.6
Music 15.9 2.1 4.3 1.4 7.4 1.1 0.2 0.0
PE, Health, Rec. 15.1 2.3 7.7 1.5 10.2 1.3 1.6 0.0
Natural Science 14.4 1.4 6.4 1.0 5.6 1.0 2.3 0.3
Social Science 7.9 1.1 4.2 0.9 3.2 0.8 0.7 0.2
Other Voc. Ed. 1.2 1.0 1.7 0.9 1.5 0.6 1.8 0.4
} Special Activities
T for Handicapped 2.9 4.7 4.2 4.9 2.9  +4.3 2.0 4.1
K and PreK 3.7 5.0 5.2 7.7 5.4 7.5 4.0 8.0
Other 19.1 5.2 27.5 6.4 13.0 7.2 3.0 3.0
Supportive
Attendance ’ 13.1 1.1 12.1 0.8 16.9 0.6 5.1 0.5
Clothing 1.6 0.2 4.5 0.2 2.7 0.1 6.7 0.1
Food 23.4 2.7 10.0 0.8 6.6 0.1 10.3 0.1
Guidance 25.1 3.9 21.0 2.7 21.0 3.0 20.0 1.4
Heal th-Dental 6.7 0.6 10.0 1.0 8.8 0.6 18.2 0.5
- Health-idedical 33.3 2.2  33.9 2.0  32.4 1.4  40.6 2.3
| Library, Media Ctr 44.2 6.0 17.8 2.0 23.3 1.7 2.9 0.3
] Psychological Srvs 14.0 0.6 13.2° 0.7 9.9 0.7 10.6 0.4
] Social Work 11.2 1.1 10.9 1.0 9.9 1.5 5.1 0.7
f Speech Therapy 3.0 0.9 4.4 0.7 2.5 0.7 1.6 0.6
I Transportation 11.8. 1.6 13.9 1.1 6.6 0.8 7.9 1.5
; Spec. Srvs Handicap. 1.3 0.4 0.8 0.2 2.2 0.4 0.1 0.1
; Other 16.0 2.0 25.7 1.6 19.0 1.2 16.0 3.3
; Number of States 11 11 14 12 12 8 11 5

Reporting Data

1. Percentages total to more than 100 because a number of children partic-
ipated in more than one program. The nnduplicated total number of
Title I participants was used to derive program percentages.
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Title I Expenditures for Instructional and Supportiv
Participants in Instructional Activities Present

TABLE 29

}

1
i
i
g

1
:
|
]
|
’

Fiscal Ye

Program Costs

% Instructional

Program Costs

Reporting Data

State or Instructional Supportive Partici- Instructional Support

Territory Activities Activities pation Activities Activit

Alabama 23,010,441 7,207,

Arizona -

Arkansas 10,094,682 7,763,087 32. 10,683,453 7,342,

California 46,275,954 4,783,

Colorado 4,471,924 268,630 80.1 ‘

Florida ,

Georgia

Hawaii 1,488,940 474,509 52. ;

Idaho 483,770 1,035,891 732,

Kansas :

Kentucky ]

Louisiana 10,563, 318 5,260,974 53. 14,534,832 14,168,

Maine

Massachusetts

Misgissippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska 3,944,361 - 1,118,892 55. 2,955,689 794,

New Hampshire )

New Jersey 15,652,210 4,463,702 56.

North Carolina

North Dakota 2,669,779 494,766 56.7 2,809,366

Ohio 9,516,279 2,412,212 39.5 35,694,314

Oklahoma 7,418,000 5,060,399 41.9

Oregon 4,467,685 1,050,365 64.6 4,806,205 798 ,1

Pennsylvania 17,696,567 11,170,891 45.8 20,619,701 9,398,4

Rhode Island . 1,050,000

South Carolina 15,203,995 10,019,576 45.3 2,996,

South Dakota 3,587,223 358,680 63.4 3,139,364 908;

Tennessee

Texas f
. Utah . 710,678 278,4

Virginia 15,966,349 4,356,770 55. 15,884,760 4,671,]1
- Washington 6,762,546 799,]

Wisconsin

Wyoming 25,4

Range 483,770 268,630 32.8 710,678 - 25,24

17,696,567 11,170,891 80. 46,275,954 14,168, 4
Number of States 15 14 14 15




- TABLE 29

' Instructional and Supportive Programs and Fercentage of Costs and

fuctional Activities Presented by State and Fiscal Year
j , i

‘ Fiscal Year 1970 Figgal-ég;r 1971 ‘ i
hal Program Costs % Instructional Program Costs % Instructional
?i— Instructional Supportive Partici~- Instructional Supportive Partici- }
bn Activities Activities Costs pation Activities Activities Costs pation ;
i 23,010,441 7,207,760 76.1 61.5 26,830,266 6,363,195 80.8 52.1 §
: : 6,231,168 2,177,288 74.1 60.4 ;
B 10,683,453 7,342,882 59.3 27.5 11,646,845 6,357,852 64.7 21.4 :
| 46,275,954 4,783,264 . 90.6 51.7 65,276,686 7,675,977 89.5 1
|
| |
a 1,035,891 732,614 58.6 60.9 1,657,426 1,007,608 - 62.2 43.0
' : ‘ 61.7
L 37.6
) 14,534,832 14,168,439 50.6 51.9 13,756,988 8,469,883 61.9 51.3.
; 74.4
; 23,315,393 5,409,133 81.2
!
f , 3,056,639 231,689 93.0
J 2,955,689 794,033 78.8 47.7
4 \
( 2,809, 366 3,202,617 227,588 93.4 85.9
) 35,694,314 35,003,001 3,760,012 90.3 °
) : ' 47.5
; 4,806,205 798,493 85.8 70.5 5,317,729 845,529 86.3 75.3
] 20,619,701 9,398,087 68.7 56.2 :
f 1,050,000 2,431,218 570,021 81.0
; 2,996,700 19,205,923 7,881,279 70.9 50.2 ;
@ 3,139,364 908,565 77.6 62.8 - 4,310,531 535,803 88.9 72.4 ;
§ 710,678 278,636 71.8 76.5 :
‘ 15,884,760 4,671,142 77.3 52.5 20,701,109 4,728,976 81.4 53.5
: 6,762,546 799,766 89.4 80.5 '
? 10,436,036
: _ 25,265 71.3 :
- 710,678 - 25,265 =  50.6 - 27.5 - 3,056,639 - 227,588-  61.9 - 21.4 .- f
: 46,275,954 14,168,439 90.6 80.5 65,276,686 8,469,883 93.4 85.9
15 14 12 12 16 15 15 15 |
3 90 |
g !
ti
|
|
| o




: TABLE 29 (cont;

;1

Fiscal-Year 1972 ..

Fiscal Year 197
Program Costs % Instructional

Program Costs

State or Instructional Supportive Partici- Instructional Supportive ﬁ
Territory Activities -Activities -Costs pation - Activities Activities ;
Alabama 27,861,983 4,039,103 87.3 80.8 %
Arizona 62.5 I
Arkansas 14,900,296 3,672,266 80.2 27.1 22,241,768 3,195,573
California i
Colorado 51.9 }
Florida . !
Georgia. 38,367,652 1,171,999
Hawaii
Idaho 1,413,086 1,015,774 58.2 40.1
"Kansas
~  Kentucky
Louisiana 18,184,249 6,096,303 74.9 44.4 17,799,257 4,520,159 |
Maine 68.2 !
Massachusetts 68.5 ?
Mississippi 27,430,355 4,685,802 85.4 50.2 22,647,278 4,008,518
Missouri f
Montana ;
Nebraska |
New Hampshire —}
New Jersey P
North Carolina 7 f
North Dakota 4,123,104 98,605 97.7 j
Ohio ' 38,000,349 4,128,641 90.2
Oklahoma 1,227,137 926,697 57.0 80.7
Oregon 7,355,459 1,013,609 87.9 :
Pennsylvania 39,586,606 9,134,394 -
Rhode Island 2,762,864 361,014 88.4 93.2 3,238,853 476,567
South Carolina 22,988,792 4,497,834 83.6 50.0 18,945,333 3,293,282
South Dakota 5,142,189 477,894 91.4 73.5
Tennessee 28,752,385 5,044,754 85.1 40.9 ;
Texas f
Utah . } p
Virginia 21,236,526 4,178,039 - 83.6 55.9 20,136,565
Washington 4
Wisconsin - 57.6 11,228,458 3,969,777
Wyoming 108 e
Range 1,227,137 - 98,605 58.2 27.1 - 3,238,853 - 476,567 -
38,000,349 6,096,303 97.7 93.2 39,586,606 9,134,394 {
|
Number of States 14 14 14 17 9 8
Reporting Data o I o . .. ,_,ﬁ%




TABLE 29 (cont,)

Fiscal Year’l973i

-

Fiéééi_Yéér i974v

Program Costs

q;I l. ];

Casad

77

: Program Costs % Instructional
‘tructional Supportive . Partici- Instructional  Supportive Partici-
tivities Activities Gogps: pation __Activities Activities Costs pation
20,689,802 5,459,385 79.1 34.5
. - 77.4
,241,768 3,195,573 87.4 12,187,091 2,419,385 83.4 46.5
53.1 77.1
é . ‘ . 99.2 : 73.5
1,367,652 1,171,999 97.0 83.3 36,990,743 1,446,584 96.2 68.9
! 70.6 ,
! ' 36.5
1,799,257 4,520,159 79.7 39.2 )
, : 76.3
. ' T 67.0 3 ,
647,278 4,008,518 85.0 ’51.2 23,468,222 2,748,294 89.5 44.8
- ‘ , o : 96.9
" 49.2 _
62.4
90.8
: A
g 42.3
- i 96.5
e
81.7 ~ 81.7
,586, 606 9,134,394 81.3 55.3 I
,238,853 476,567 87.2 93.5 |
,945, 333" 3,293,282 85.2 48.4 13,820,961 2,306,967 85.7 47.5
, 76.2 : ‘ :
a i 35.2
,136,565 .
1,228,458 3,969,777 73.9 63.6
; & : 66.1
}238,853 476,567 - 73.9 39.2 12,187,091 - 1,446,584 = 79.1 -. 34.5-
,586,606 9,134,394 97.0 99.2 36,990,743 5,459,385 96.2 96.9
| 9 8 8 17 5 : 5 5 15
e e — -
B 97
‘-




Resource Allocation

In almost all resource allocation dat§ found in the State Title I
Annpal Evaluation Reports, confusioﬁ.existed aﬁong actual expenditufés,\
planned'expenditufes, estimated ekpenditurgs, and al}ocations. Where |
data om actual expenditures were available in the FY 71, 72, 73, and 74

reports, these figures were: extracted in preference to other data. How-

_ever, in many cases the figures were not labeled and it was impossible

to determiné whether or not tﬁg§—;55;zgéﬁted actual expenditures. This
problemvwas compounded by the fact that, in some reports, carry-over
funds from previous years were indicated sepafately, while in others,
these funds may simply have been included without mention in reported
expenditures or they may have been omitted altogether from the report.
The same diffiéulty occurred with regard to funds for handicapped, de-
linquent, and migrant children; for SEA administration; and with Part B
and Part C funds. Where it was possible to make appropriate determina-
tions,.theiexpenditure data summarized in this repoft excluded funds
for handicapped, delinquent, and migrant children but included all other
funds. However, in many cases theStateRepbrts did not include enough
information ‘to permit these distinétions, and it was not always clear

exactly what the data represented.

The resourcé allocation data presented here are only a part of
the data that can”fe found in the State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports.
Data presented in unique formats or breakdowns, daté which did not clearly
represent the entire_state program over a l2-month peribd,'and data from
partially legible reports were omitted. Data aggregated here were those

appearing in a format common to several states, and those which permitted

‘some comparison with the FY 69 and 70 data contained in Wargo, et al.

(1972).

‘Table 30 allows comparison of total Title I expenditures by states
from FY 69 through FY 74. However, because these figures-are subject
to all the inconsistencies described above, and because they are not
necessarily representative of all the states, caution must“bg exercised

in drawing conclusions from the data. Of the states represented in both

78




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE '30

Title I Expenditures
Presented by State and Fiscal Year

State or

Territory FY 69 Y 70 FY 71 FY 72 FY 73 FY 74
Alabama . 40,580,250 41,328,356 41,687,612 35,928,438 43,419,741
Arizona 6,760,821 7,195,996 8,422,776 8,648,415 8,134,242 8,221,631
Arkansas 22,505,629 21,522,592 21,948,2971 23,653, 381! 22,596,805! 18,511,688!
California 70,093,000 63,818,240 97,9é6,62; 120,909,695 109,854,528 141,100,0002
Colorado 7,111,714 8,773,735 7,941,262 10,420,0002 10, 630, 0002 11,080,0002
Connecticut . 10,788,070 12,290,094 11,538,264 12,089,019
Wash. D. C. 4,052,833 ' _
Florida 26,445,029 28,168,029
Georgia 34,171,715! 39,554,234 38,447,327!
Hawaii 2,048,479 2,606,146 3,117,097 3,451,013 2,966,295

Idaho 1,882,422 2,665,034 2,428,860 ,

Illinois 32,173,079 51,135,0601 30,299,759!

Indiana 23,105,591
Kansas 9,934,956 10,642,167 9,638,770 9,664,1691 8,739,646!

Kentucky 35,098,405!

Louisiana 28,236,296 32,598,848 34,502,932 33,727,092} 31,322,489

Maine . 3,350,914 3,606,950 5,454,119 5,607,754 5,633,673 5,641,673
Maryland 10,350,353 17,202,016} :

Michigan 47,000, 0002 51,000,0002

Minnesota ) 31,434,903! 18,466,864

Mississippi 36,343,610 28,724,5261  32,116,157!  40,189,587! 37,710,393!
Missouri 22,339,410! 24,605,6271 22,069,1921 21,388,394!
Montana 2,996,462 2,704,158 2,993,356 3,297,707 2,976,757}

Nebraska 5,063,253 5,836,290 5,364,6231 6,296,723 5,364,6231

Nevada 803,100 863,8741 1,016,449! 789,1551

New Hampshire 1,280,597 1,771,395!

New Jersey 20,334,362 v 34,751,711 *©  45,348,967!

New Mexico 9,935,682 8,859,144 8,403,380! 8,035,7371 8,951,1561

New York ' 193,239,909 103,234,139!

North Dakota 3,711,136 4,188,788! 3,856,892! 4,251,267
Ohio 30,358,091 35,694,314 38,763,0131 42,128,991! 41,927,9591 46,499,783!
Oklahoma’ 13,834,872 17,639,029 17,834,272 18,199,914 14,898,493 17,267,832
Oregon’ 6,057,342 6,315,505 8,172,842 10,293,077} 10,948,5961

Pennsylvania 42,053,472 48,500,000 60,724,183 58,216,7471 60,903,030!

Rhode Island 3,100,856 3,464,714 3,677,557 3,971,228! 4,669,6841

South Carolina 29,075,524 33,148,316 31,267,771  '32,896,138! 26,86}¢592 16,336,546!
South Dakota 5,314,910 5,144,950 6,136,429 6,341,874 5,620,841 6,628,420
Tennessee 32,269,717 31,230,697!

Utah 3,308,165 3,593,198

Vermont 1,938,262 2,141,8721 1,761,081}
Virginia 25,355,773 30,013,202 34,181,909} 33,366,919 31,702,334 32,894,541
Washington 12,272,0002

West Virginia ) 20, 350,000! 19,974, 3471 17,300,000!

Wisconsin 13,512,957~ 15,520,746 15,927,775 19,327,021 19,402,623

Wyoming 1,129,222 1,189,100! 1,205,406! 1,170,817

BIA L 13,590,326 12,874,580 12,873,889 15,155,572
Guam 887,900!

Puerto Rico 30,989,393

1. Expenditure 2. Approximate figure

39




FY 69 and FY 73, fifteen showfa substantial increase in expenditures, three
show a decrease, and six show little change. Between FY 69 and FY 74, eight
show an increase, two a decrease, and two show little change. For most

of the states.shown, there appears to bé a trend toward increasing allo-

cations and expenditures -over the years for which data are available.

Table.3l shows estimated Title I per-person expenditures for states
presenting these data or data from which these figures could be derived
in their annual evaluation reports. Data from FY 69 and 70 (from Wargo,
et al., 1972) are included in the tablé, but becuase of methodclogical
differences in the two studies, these data are not always directly com-
parable with the data from later years. Per-pupil expenditures for: FY 69
and 70 were calculated by the AIR reviewers, who divided total expenditures
by total participation where these figures were reported. Per-pupil ex-
penditureSVWhich_were reported by the states were not used, and,the total
participation‘figufes'used in the calculations included unknownvamounts
of duplication. For FY 70 through 74, per—pupil expenditures’were taken
directly from the reports when this was possible. When no per-pupil figure’
was given, total e#penditures or allocations were divided by total participa-
tion, but only when an unduplicated couﬁt of total participants was avail—l
able. However, these figurés, like tho;g fdr FY 69 and 70, represent only

!
estimates because of inconsistencies in: the reporting of expenditures.

For the states for whom data were available, the mean per—pupii ex-

_ penditure has increased each year by amodnts ranging from $6 to $44. However,

the range of per—pupil.expenditures among states is very wide, as can be
seen from the table. In fiscal year 1973, the highest per-pupil expenditure
was over 1l times greater than the lowest, and in fiscal year 1969 the

highest was 8 times greater than the lowest.

Table 32 shows percentages of expenditures by standard accounting
categories for fiscal years 1966 through 1974. The table indicates an
increase over the years in the percentage of expenditures for instruction
and a corresponding decrease in expenditures for construction and equip-
ment. Expenditures for fixed charges also appear to have increased com-
pared to other éxpenditures. In other categories, expenditures appear

to have changed very little over the years. -As is the case with other

80
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TABLE 31

Estimated Title I Per-pupil Expenditures Presented by
State and Fiscal Year

State or

Territory FY 69 FY 70 FY 71 FY 72 FY 73
Arizond 65 116 169 195 214
Arkansas 150 139 139 ° 99 235
California 279 285 379 385 320
Colorado 133 227 210 227
Connecticut . 262 . 295 . 291
District of Columbia 220
Florida : © 317
Georgia ' 215 302
Hawaii 230 331
Idaho 49 59 75
Illinois . 211 204
Indiana 160 RNA
Kansas 154 154 153 © 187 211
Louisiana 124 206 211 260
Maine 88 | 179 RNA
Maryland RNA - 182
Mississippi 137
Missouri 285 270
Montana 248 362 377

~ Nebraska 131 75 78 147 139
Nevada 410 599 378
New Jersey 153 ) 370 - :
New Mexico : 198 173 155 260 391
New York 205 237 RNA
North Dakota 58 ' 108 161
Ohio 184 224 428 472 340
Oklahoma ‘ 83 RNA 114 163
Oregon © 186 183 193 249
Pennsylvania 141 183 132
Rhode Island 186 206 231 310
South Carolina 91 106 122 199 176
South Dakota 144 145 163 250
Tennessee 144 215
Vermont - " 139 52
Virginia 171 211 262 259 235
West Virginia 243 294 321
Wisconsin 206 246 275 338 354
Wyoming 69 206 ‘ 130 142
BIA 350 580
Guam . RNA RNA 620
Range 58 - 49 - - 59— 75 - 52
o 410 362 428 472 ... ... 620,
Mean 164 . 184 219 243 276
Number Reporting 25 21 27 26 25

RNA= Report Not Available
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data, tﬁese data were taken from a rather small number of states and
are.not necessarily representative of the natiqn{ Ih particular, the
FY 72 data are clearly different from those for other years because

of the inciusion of New York in that year only. The large amounts
expended in New York and the very deviant pattern of these expenditures

(see Table 17) have clearly influenced the total: pércentages.

Tabtes—33;-34+35, and 36 show percentages of expenditures by acecount
for individual states for fiscal years 1971 through 1974. Except for
New York, the states represented here appear to have spent their money
in similar proportions each year, with most of the money being for

instruction.

Tables 24, 25, 26, and 27 show the percentages of participants and
expenditures for programs, by state and by.fiscal year. Percentages
for individual programs vary across statés; however, reading and language
arts receive consistently high percentages of expenditures and participa-
tion. The high percentages in the "Other" categories are the result of
the breakdowns used here. Many states specified one or more programs
which could not be appropriately classified into specific categories;
these programs were therefore included in "Other'". Table 28 provides
a summary of these data across states for each of the four fiscal years..
According to the needs assessment data which were available in the State
Title I Annual Evaluation Reports, reading, language arts, and mathematics
should be receiving nearly equal priority if students' critical needs
are to be met. Hdwever, as was also pointed out in Wargo, et al. (1972),
a surprisingly small proportion of Title I funds are devoted to mathematics,

according to the available data.

Table 29 shows, for fiscal years 1969 through 1974, individual
states' expenditures on instructional and supportive activities, and
the percentages of costs and participanté in instructional activities.
The ranges of expenditures and percentages are very wide, ;s can be seen
from the table. However, instructional activities are clearly receiving

priority in terms of expenditures.

In summary, resource allocation data presented in the State Title I
;
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Annual Evaluation Reports are neither sufficient nor consistent enough
to form a nationally representative picture of Title I expenditures.
However, data do éppearrin some reports in common formats, and in suf-
figient detail to indicate that the presentation of useful resource
aliocation data would be possible for most SEAs. Were other states

to present data like those which were extracted for this report, a
useful and representative national picture of Title I expenditures could

be produced.
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Impact

To select the states to be included in the national aggregation of g

impact information, thé achievement data in each State Report were examined ?

to ascertain the degree to which the samples of children tested were re-.
presentative of their state. Using the results of the data adequacy ratings ’ .
completed inuPhase I, those states whose data samples were judged to be . . ¥
"pn‘sibly biased" or Better were further examined as potential candidates ' H
for inalusion in the total aggregation. There were 17 sFates in this cata-
~gory im\ 1971, 19 states in 1972, 17 states in 1973, and 11 states in 1974.

The examination of reports with adequate data samples focused on the

reporting procedures and formats they used. The great variety of reporting
practices that had been adopted precluded the possibility’of pooling the |
data from all such states. The data from six states in 1971, six states ?
in 1972, six states in 1973, and nine states in 1974 were reported in suf- : ﬁ
ficientiy similar formats to make a meaningful aggregation possible. Grade-
equivalent pretest, posttest, andbgain scores for these states are pre-
sented in Tables 37, 38, 39, and 40. In some 1nstancés, the State Reports’
did not present all of fﬁése measures. Where possible the measures were e

computed using the information that the reports did provide. N

.
e e e et s et

~Both the 1971 and 1972 aggregations that used this rzporting format,
reflected data from North Carolina, Rhode Island and Virglnia. The 1972 and
1973 samples had California and Rhode Island in common, 1973 and 1974 had "
California, Missouri and Nebraska in common while 1971 and 1974 included ‘
data from Missouri and North Dakota. The 1972 and 1974 samples shared no
‘'states in common. Missouri and Rhode Island were represented in both 1971 ‘
“and 1973. Rhode 131andvcontributed data to the dggregations each year ﬁ
except in 1971. ’ ‘

o

While the data in Tables 37, 38, 39, and 40 are not représentative of
the nation as a whola or even of a consistent group of states, some observa- .
tions can be made. The Total -Sample pretest scores id Tables 37, 38, 39,
and 40 show that by third grade the children were achieving scores below
grade level. With each successive year the children fell farther behind

89 .
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TASLE 37

19717 Reading Achievement Data Expressed in Grade-equivalent
Terms and Summarized across States with both Adequate ‘
Evaluation Samples and the Same Reporting Format

State’ Grade N . Pre » Post Gain " AMG

Missouri 1 277 .93 a 1.49 .56
o2 2127 1.55 2.49 T .94
3 2458 2.14 2.93 .79 i
4 6404 2.94 3.74 .80 :
5 5783 . 3.76 4.52 1.20 i
6 5024 4.48 5.29 . .81 g
7 4739 5.44 6.40 .96 ?
8 3998 6.29 7.24 .95 ;
9 1068 6.34 7.31 - .97 ? ,
10 374 6.75 7.69 .94 ;
11 137 7.74 9.23 1.49 .
12 56 8.67 9.83 1.16 :
. > !
- North ;
~ Carolina 1 104 .72 1.30 - .58 T
' 2 1856 1.44 2.32 .88 ;
3 1879 2.05 3.12 1.07 :
4 1376 - 3.09 3.92 .83 ' j
5 820 3.88 4.37 A : 0 ;
6 893 F .75 5.25 .50 : -
7 662 4.94 5.46 .52 S
8 552  5.48 5.94 .46 ‘ . " !
9 . 338 6.07 - 7.00 .93 ' e
10 99" 6.61 7.64 1.03 . ;
11 .6 7.40 8.90 1.50 L
12 8 5.50 10.20 4.70
North ’ : _ d , :
Dakota 1 109 1.46 1.97 .51 o
' 2 194 1.90 2.65 A .75 S
3 243 2.50 3.30 1.32
4 241 3.16 3.90 - Y I ;
5 204 4.01 4.87 .86 :
, 6 157, 4.86 5.58 .72 - :
< 7 78 . 5.27 6.17 .90
8

46 6.21 " 7.03 .82




TABLE 37 (cont.)

State Grade N . Pre Post Gain AMG -
Rhode -
Island 1. 64 1.4 2.3 .9 1.7
i 2 977 1.4 2.3 .9 1.1
3 _ 863 2.0 3.0 1.0 1.4
4 473 2.6 3.6 1.0 1.3
5 378 3.3 4.5 1.2 1.2 2
6 308 4.1 5.0 .9 1.2
7 277 4.5 6.2 1.7 2.6
8 81 5.0 6.9 © 1.9 2.8 .
9 150 6.6 7.8 1.2 2.6
Virginia 1 74 1.5
: 2 799 1.2 -
3 142 1.5
4 289 1.2
5 30¢ 1.2
6 694 1.0
7 © 330 1.6
8 591 1.2
9 242 1.2
10 608 1.5 .
Wisconsin . 1. 309 1.1
' 2 765 1.0
3 701 1.2
4 497 1.1
5 439 1.2
6 264 1.0
. 7 279 1.2
9 32 ” 1.7
10 55 1.5
. s [
- Total v .
Sample! 1 1.1/(554) 1.6/(554) .5/(554)  1.3/(447)
2 1.5/(5154)  2.4/(5154)  .9/(5154) 1.1/(2521)
- .3 2.1/ (5443) 3.0/ (5443) .9/(5443) 1.3/(1706)
4 3.0/(8494) 3.8/(8494) .8/(8494) 1.2/(1259)
5 3.8/(7185) 4.5/(7185) .7/(7185) 1.2/(1121)
-6 4.5/(6382) 5.3/ (6382) .8/(6382) 1.1/(1266)
7 5.3/(5756)  6.3/(5756) 1.0/(5756) 1.8/(886)
8 6.2/(4677). 2.17(4677) .9/(4677) 1.3/(768)
9 6.3/(1556)  7.3/(1556) 1.0/(1556) 1.7/(429) °
10 6.7/(473) 7.7/(473) 1.0/(473) 1.5/(663) -
11 7;7/(143)_ 9.2/(143) 1.5/(143)
12 8.3/(64)  9.9/(64) 1.6/(64)
1. Sample includes Missouri, North Carolina, North Dakota, Rhode Island, Virginia,
" and Wisconsin. ‘
Note. Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of scores that contributed
to each average. ' :
AMG=" Average Monthly Gain o1




TABLE 38

1972 Reading Achievement Data Expressed in Grade-equivalent
Terms and Summarized across States with both Adequate
Evaluation Samples and the Same Reporting Format

U ————

State - Grade . N Pre Post Gain , AMG
California 1 14466 1.0 1.7 .7
2 37453 1.5 2.3 .8
3. 35967 2.1 3.0 .9
4 31902 2.8 3.6 .8
5 29443 3.4 4.2 .8
6 26959 4.0 4.8 .8
7 5663 4.5 5.3 .8
8 4581 5.0 5.9 .9
9 7308 5.6 6.8 1.2
10 3486 6.1 7.2 1.1
11 1622 6.6 7.9 1.3
12 622 © 6.6 ‘7.9 1.3
Kansas 2 1766 1.67 2.56 .89 1.11
3 1658 2.40 3.20 .80 1.03
4 1621 3.04 3.91 .87 .1.09
5 1618 3.68 4.58 .90 S 1.12
6 1348 4.33 5.30 L.97 1.21
7 1407 5.29 6.28 .99 1.24
8 723 5.66 6.67 1.01 1.26
North . ‘
Carolina -1 556 .74 1.29 .55
2 4025 1.57 2.25 .68
3 4123 2.07 2.81 .74
4 2827 2.64 3.52 .88
5 2654 3.32 4.12 .80
6 2604 3.98 4.69 - .71
7 ¥ 2028 4.69 5.43 - 74
8 - 1245 5.40 " 5.88 . .48
9 1124 5.78 6.49 .71
Rhode
Island 1 67 1.39 1.98 .59 1.08
2 1048 1.49 2.46 o.97 1.27
3 967 2.02 3.14 1.12 1.48 -
4 500 2.67 3.53 .86 1.16
S 5 246 3.25 3.97 .72 .92
Ve 6 271 3.85 4.85 ~1.00 1.19
AN 7 394 4.33 5.62 1.29 1.47
i 8 152 5.16 6.29 1.13 1.55
9 236 6.04 7.41 1.37 2.41
10 19 4.85 6.13 1.28 2.10
11 12 5.45 6.68 1.23 2.14
12 .7 4.83 5.89 1.06 1.52
92 : .




TABLE 38 (cont.)

State Grade N Fre Post Gain AMG
Utah 1 1616 .84/(1581) 1.0/(1616)
: 2 891 :.10/(860)  1.3/(891)
3 904 .10/(861) 1.2/(904)
4 683 .94/(627) 1.0/(683)
5 684 .95/(632) 1.0/(684)
6 689 .99/(633) 1.0/(689)
7 729 .15/(710)  1.4/(729)
8 378 .21/(367) 1.5/(378)
9 201 .92/(201) 1.2/(201)
10 341 .10/(341) 1.5/(341)
11 275 .65/(275) .8/(275)
12 207 .76/(207) 1.0/(207)
Virginia 1 1327 .9
2 322 1.7
3 839 .9
4 352 1.0
5 305 1.1
6 371 1.1
7 857 1.0
8 683 1.4
9 135 1.5
10 180 1.2
Total .
Sample! 1 1.0/(15089) 1.7/(15089) .7/(16675) 1.0/(3010)
2 1.5/(44292) 2.3/(44292). .8/(45152) 1.2/(4037)
3 2.1/(42715) 3.0/(42715) .9/(43576) 1.1/(4368)
4 2.8/(36850) 3.6/(36850) .8/(37477) 1.1/(3156)
5 3.4/(33961) 4.2/(33961) .8/(34593) 1.1/(2853)
6 4.0/(31182) 4.8/(31182) .8/(31815) 1.1/(2679)
7 4.7/(9492)  5.5/(9492)  .8/(10202) 1.2/(3387)
8 5.2/(6701) 6.0/(6701) .8/(7068) 1.4/(1936)
9 5.6/(8668) 6.8/(8668) 1.2/(8869) 1.8/(572)
10 6.1/(3505)  7.2/(3505) 1.1/(3846) 1.4/(540)
11 6.6/(1634)  7.9/(1634) 1.2/(1909) .9/(287)
12 6.6/(629) 7.9/(629) 1.2/(836) 1

.0/(214)

1. Sample includes: California, Kansas, North Carolina, Rhode Island, Utah,

and Virginia.

Note. Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of scores contributing

to each average.

AMG= Average Monthly Gain
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TABLE 39

1973 Reading Achievement Data Expréssed in Grade-equivalent
Terms ahd Summarized across States with both Adequate
Evaluation Samples and the Same Reporting Format

State Grade N - ' Pre Post Gain AMG
12448 -
43213

" 43614
33569
32716
29500

5498
3012
8439

- 10 3739
11 1393
12 . 589
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Missouri 1 323
2 4382
3 4251
4 4237
5 4268
6 3367
7 2465
8 2254
9 " 525
10 163
3 11 112

12 43
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Nebraska! 1 278 .63
S 2 1617 .07
3 2148 .07
4 2584 .01 .
5 2564 .08
6 2281 .15
7 1511 .25
8 1145 .11
9 515 . .94
10 306 .08
11 160 ‘ .93
12 164 , 1.02

el S I S T S
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TABLE 39 (cont.)
State Grade ¢ N Pre Post Gain -~ _AMG
Rhode :
Island 1 48 1.2 1.7 .5 .6
2 721 1.5 2.5 1.0 1.4
3 792 1.9 3.1 1.2 1.5
4 519 2.6 3.7 1.1 1.3
5 287 3.4 4.6 1.2 1.4
6 224 4.2 5.5 1.3 1.7
7 543 4.6 6.0 1.4 1.7 -
8 219 4.9 6.3 1.4 2.0
9 139 5.9 7.2 1.3 1.9
10 67 5.2 6.6 1.4 2.3
11 17 5.6 6.2 .6 .9
12 5 5.5 7.0 1.5 2.6
South : ) '
- Dakota? K '352 : 1.04
1 708 ' .88
2 1233 .98
3 1425 .91
4 1459 - : .87
5 1282 - .87
6 1142 : .89
7 633 .87
8 481 . .86 _
9 48 - .81 e
. 10 10 .99
Vermont3 1 57 1.07 1.62 .55 .75
2 411 1.65 2.47 .82 1.10
3 443 2.09 3.08 .99 1.27
4 352 2.69 3.28 .59 .84
5 196 . 3.29 3.82 .53 . .80
6 203 4.05 5.05 1.00 1.37
7 82 4.70 5.43 .73 1.03
8 41 4.78 5.31 .53 .78
95 .
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TABLE 39 (cont.)

State Grade Pre Post Gain AMG
Total . )
’Sample“ 1 1.0/(12596) 1.7/(12596) .7/(12874) .9/(813)
n 2 1.5/(48727) 2.3/(48727) .8/(50344) 1.1/(2365)
3 2.1/(49100) 2.8/(49100) .7/(51248) 1.1/(2668)
4 2.8/(38677) 3.7/(38677) .9/(41251) 1.0/(2330)
5 3.6/(37467) 4.3/(37467) .7/(40031) .9/(1765)
6 4.1/(33294) 5.0/(33294) .9/(35575) 1.1/(1569)
7 4.6/(8588) 5.6/(8588) 1.0/(10099) 1.5/(1060)
8 5.2/(5526) 6.2/(5526) 1.0/(6671) 1.2/(741)
9 5.7/(9103) 6.8/(9103) 1.1/(°618) 1.6/(187)
10 6.2/(3969) 7.1/(3969) .9/(4275) 2.1/(77)
11 6.4/(1522) 7.4/(1522) 1.0/(1682) -
12 6.9/(637) 7.8/(637) .9/(801)
1. The total number of children contributing gain scores is given. However,

the grade level N's were calculated from percentage data listed in another
table. :

2. The AMG numbers were assumed to be average monthly gains although they
were labeled gain scores.

a

3. The AMG numbers were calculated by RMC based on the testing dates cited
in the report. :

4, The sample includes California, Missouri, Nebraska, Rhode Island, South
Dakota, and Vermont.

Note. Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of scores contributing
to each average,

AMG= Average Monthly Gain
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TABLE 40 , '3
1974 Reading Achievement Data Expressed in Grade-equivalent

Terms and Summarized across States with both Adequate
Evaluation Samples and the Same Reporting Format

State Grade N Pre Post Ga}éa AMG
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TABLE 40 (cont.)

. " State Grade N Pre Post Gain AMG
Kentucky! 1 369 71 .91
2 245 .81 .91
3 167 1.04 1.13
4 60 .85 .85
5 20 77 .77
6 14 .49 .49
7 4 .87 .99
8 5 .84 1.40
9 1 1.30 1.30
Missouri 1 560 .83 1.75 .92
2 4035 1.37 2.51 1.14
3 5043 2.04 3.29 1.25
4 5497 2.60 3.53 .93
5 5445 3.34 4.42 1.08
6 4540 4.14 5.19 1.05
7 3468 4.58 5.46 .88 .
8 2753 5.14 5.98 .84 -
9 721 5.55 6.87 1.32
10 352 5.88 7.22 1.34
11 102 7.10 8.87 1.77
Nebraska? 1 396 .72
: 2 2030 1.04
3 2289 1.01 -
4 2402 1.00
5 2481 1.09
6 2104 1.13
7 1471 1.22
8 924 .94
9 419 .80
10 183 .83
) 11 151 72
12 77 .75
North : e
Dakota 2 930 1.53 2.60 1.07, 1.33
3 1041 2,25 3.26 1.01 1.23
4 1091 2.99 3.99 1.00 1.21
5 956 3.68 4,70 1.02 1.26
6 829 4.31 5.35 1.04 1.29
7 434 4.77 5.74 .97 1.20
" 8 387 5.37 6.48 1.11 1.45
9 97 5.02 5.99 .97 1.23
10 65 6.52 7.72 1.20 1.33
11 2 4,55 4.50 .05 .00




TABLE 40 (cont.)

State Grade N Pre Post Gain AMG
Texas 2 7165 1.04
3 8149 .96
4 8164 1.02
5 8128 .99
6 5105 .85
7 2815 .93
8 1243 .75
9 1004 ’ 1.05
10 412 1.13
11 193 .81
12 145 1.01
Total ’
Sample > 1 1:0/(20289) 1.8/(20289) .8/(20912)  1.1/(20494)
. 2 1.6/(78029) 2.4/(78029) .8/(78761) 1.0/(68979)
3 2.2/(76891) 3.0/(76891) .8/(77681) 1.0/(69029)
4 2.6/(64816) 3.5/(64816) .9/(65451) 1.2/(56920)
5 3.5/(58178) 4.3/(58178) .8/(58775) 1.0/(53956)
6 4.0/(57364) 4.8/(57364) .8/(57830) 1.1/(49541)
7 4.6/(21032) 5.4/(21032) .8/(21435) 1.0/(18605)
8 5.1/(12171) 6.0/(12171) .9/(12629) 1.2/( 9715)
9 5.9/{12953) 6.9/(12953) 1.0/(13594) 1.4/(13656)
10 6.4/( 4710) 7.2/( 4710) .,9/( 4911) 1.1/( 4953)
11 6.4/( 1566) 7.3/( 1566) 1.0/( 1767) 1.2/( 1808)
12 6.5/( 605) 7.4/( 605) .9/( 133) 1.2/( 827)
1. AMGs were calculated by RMC.
2. The total number of children contributing gain scores is give. However,

the grade level N's were calculated from percentage data listed in another

table.

3. Sample includes Alabama, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, California, Guam,
Kentucky, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, and Texas.

Note.

AMG= Average Monthly Gain
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Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of scores that contributed
to each average.




so that by seventh grade the 1971 sample tested two years below grade
level and the 1972, 1973, and 1974 samples tested almost three years

below grade level.

Clearly inconsistent with the pretest indications of achievement
status are'the-data presented in the avefage monthly gain (AMG) columns
which show that, with few exceptions, the children were making a month gain
or more for each month of instruction. Theoretically, if disadvantaged
children were able to maintain thié rate of'growth, they would no longer
fall farther and farther behind their more advantaged counterparts. Un-
fortunately, arguments presented by Tallmadge and Horst (1974) and Horst,
Tallmadge, and Wood (1975) indicate that average monthly gain data are
highly suspect when computed for a pre- to posttest interval of less
than twelve months. Thus it appears likely that actual gains® were smaller
than those reported, and that the inconsistency between status indications
and gains resulted from systematic biases inherent in grade-equivalent

scores and was really no more than an artifact of measurement.

By referring again to the Total Sample sections in Tables 37, 38;
39, and 40, pretest, posttest, and gain scores can be compared across
the four years. The séores for grades one through four are roughly com-
ﬁarable in 1971, 1972, 1973, and 1974. After fourth grade the 1971 data
begin to diverge increasingly from the data of the following yedrs. One
explanation for this is that the 1971 data were less stable because of the
smaller sample size. This instability is reflected in the differences in
pretest, posttest, and gain scores from the other years. A second ex-
planation, and one which is easily verifiable, is that the similarity
of the 1972, 1973, and 1974 data was a result of the fact that California
contributed approximately 70%, 85Z, aqﬁ 95% of the total sample size re-
spectively in these three years. The‘Total Sample data were thus heavily
influenced by California, and the Qifferent picture reflected by the 1971

data was largely due to the absence of California from that aégregation.

‘ The comparability problems which exist with respect to the FY 71,
72, 73, and 74 impact data aggregations would be still more severe if an

attempt were made to include results from FY 69 and 70. While impact data
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for those years were aggregated by Wargo, et al (1972), the aggrega-
tions were for grades two. four, and six only. More important, data
were pooled across gypes of programs and subject matters rather than
restricting the aggregations to reading programs and reading achievement
tests as was done here. For these reasons, ﬁo attempt has been made to

look for trends across the six-year period.

Three 1972, four 1973, and six 1974 State Reports shared a second
reporting format making another aggregation possibie. The number and
percent of children who ha& average monthly gains within each of four
specified ranges are shown in Tables 41, 42, and 43 for these states.
Again, wherever possible, missing values were computed from the existing
data. These aggregations -contain many of the same deficiencies mentioned
previously. In addition, the states using this format did not employ
identical AMG ranges, Fortunately, the rénges chosen were sufficiently
similar so that aggregation was still possible. Two further points
should be noted. First, the size of the Total Samples of children tested
differed each year ranging from 188,188 in 1974 to 261,382 in 1973.

vSecond,'the 1972 and 1973 aggregations have only the state of California in
éommon; both the 1973 and 1974 aggregations have data from Floridé, Missouri,
and*Nebraska; and both the 1972 and 1974 samples include data from North
Dakota. No single’stéfe contributed data to each of the three yearly

aggregations.

Clearly, the data presented in Tablés 3/ through 43 do not consti-
tute an adequate basis for assessing the national impact of the Title I
program. It is not even possible to draw meaningful inferences about
national or regional trends from year to year since different samples of

states are represented in each yearly aggregation.

'While the type of aggregation presented in Table 44 shows a significant
difference between years, the Average Monthly Gains computed for the 1972, /
1973, and 1974 Total Samples (see Tables 38, 39, ahd”40),~show essentially

no differences between the three years. This apparent inconsistency between

the two sets of data could be due to any one of a variety of possible causes

such as differences in the composition of the two samples, skewness of the

'12;
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Number and Percent of Children who Tested within Specified Average

TABLE 41

‘Monthly Gain Score Ranges in Reading for 1972:
Adequate Sampling Procedures and the Same Reporting Format.

States with

California
>1.4 "1.4-1.0 .9-.7 <.7
Grade N n!l % n % n % n %
1 14466 216 1 2189 | 15 5474 1 38 6547 | 45
2 37453 2611 7 9799 | 26| 10372 ] 28 14669 | 39
3 35967 - 2461 7 12205. 34 ] 11056 | 31 10247 | 28
4 31902 2758 9 8436 | 26 9134} 29 11574 | 36
5 29443 1844 6 5589 | 19 98221 33 11588 | 29
6 26959 1790 7 7021 | 26 9806 | 36 8341 | 31
7 5663 961 | 17 977 | 17 1173 21 2552 | 45
8 4581 617} 13 680 | 15 3090 | 67 193 4
9 7308 2124 | 29 2905 | 40 1320} 18 958 { 13
10 3486 8321 24 1018 | 29 610 ] 17 1026 | 29
11 1622 3851 24 516 | 32 272 ] 17 448 | 28
12 622 2241 36 1701 27 82113 1461 23
New Jersey.
>1.50 1.50-1.01 1.00-.71 <.71
Grade N n % n pA n % n 7%
1 1908 488 | 26 184 | 10 191 ¢ 10 1045 ] 55
2 5112 1247 | 24 9831 19 7851 15 2097 | 41
3 4947 1531 31 853 17 697 | 14 1186 | 24
4 3645 951 | 26 6241 17 530 |15 1534 | 42
5 2733 783 29 442 116 | 3301 12 1178 | 43
6 1816 599 | 33 283 | 16 204 11 730 | 41
7 1098 399 | 36 1431 13 106 S 450 ) 55
8 819 286 | 35 103113 64 8 366 | 45
S 1280 5811 45 17113 96 8 432 | 34
10 235 131} 56 24110 16 7 64| 27
11 123 70| 57 12 ] 10 5 4 36| 29
12 66 371 56 7111 3 5 191 29




TABLE 41 (cont.)’

o North
Dakota
. >1.50 | 1.50-1.01 1.00-.71 . <71
Grade N n - % n % n g n b4
1 436 66 | 15 59 | 14 95| 22 216 | 50
2 956 206 | 22 216 | 23 167} 17 |  367{ 38
3 1237 252 | 20 253 | 20 - 246 20 486 | 39
4 1158 184 | 16 205 18 245 21 ° 523 45
5 1128 | - 167 | 15 | 221] 20. 215 19 | 525] 47
6 927 | 161| 17 150 | 16 163} 18 | 453 49 '
7 495 88| 18 72| 15 107 22 228 | 46
! 259 | . 571 22 | -59] 23 471 18 96 | 37
9 42 7V 512 71 17 23| 55
Total Sample2
. : .| »1.508 1.50-1.01 1.00-.71 . <.71
Grade N~ n % n % . n % n %
1 16810 770 | 5 | 2432| 14 | 5760| 34 7808 46 ;
2 43521 | 4064 | 9 1.10998) 25 | 11324} 26 | 17133f 39
3 42151 | 4153 | 10 | 13311| 32 | 11999{ 28 | 11919| 28
4 36705 | 4867 | 13 | 9265 25 9910 27 13631] 37 -
5 33304 | 3755 | 11 | 6252| 19 | 10367 31 13291 40
6 29702 | 3316 | 11 | 7454| 25 | 10173} 34 | 9524] 32
7 7256 | 1448 | 20 | 1192] 16 13861 19 3230{ 45
8 5659 | 960 | 17 843| 15 | 3201] 57 '655| 12
9 8630 | 2712 | 31 | 3082| 36 |- 1432| 16 1413] 16
10 . 3721 963 | 26 | 1042 28 626 17 | ~1090| 29
1 - 1745 455 | 26 528130 | 277{ 16 |  484] 28
12 688 261 | 38 | 1771 26 851 12 1651 . 24

g
/ ) 1. The n's may not sum to the reported N and the percentages may
i not sum to 100% due to rounding error. o

Sample includes California, New Jersey, and North Dakota.

All the states did not separate scores into the same ranges
-of grade—equivalent'scores. However, the ranges overlap, - .
sufficiently to permit their aggregation in the total

sample.’

W N
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TABLE 42

Number and Percent of Children who Tested within Spec1f1ed Average
Monthly Gain Score Ranges in Reading for 1973: States with
Adequate Sampling Procedures and the Same Reporting Format.

California .
. ! >1.5 " 1.4-1.0 9~.7 <.7
Grade N _ n % n % n % n %
1 14519 + 396 | 3 1319 9 4294 | 30 8510 | 59
2 43434 1571} 4 11534 | 27 13834 | 32 16496 | 38
3 43941 2673 6 10573 | 24 15339 | 35 15357 | 35
4 33841 2231} 7 7700 | 23 9928 | 29 13982 ] 41
5 33028 15951 5 ‘6669 | 20 10143 31 14917 | 45
6 29755 17221 6 5738 | 19 10850 { 36 11444 | 38
7 5582 317} 6 949 | 17 917 | 16 3399 | 61
8 3046 264 9 762 | 25 1389 | 46 632 | 21
9 8556 2343 | 27 1820 | 21 1857 | 22 2536 30
10 - 3859 409 | 11 1368 | 35 1369 | 35 712 | 18
- 11 1448 390 | 27 409 | 28 3041 21 | 345 | 24
‘12 627 117119 | 292 | 47 . 251 4 1931 31
4 i
Florida ?
: | o >1.50 1.50-1.01 1.00~.71 <.71. . %
Grade N n % n % n % n: ¥ 1
1 767 | 2 .2 139} 18 | 4521 59 1741 23 ‘
2 9152 1147 | 13 | 1312 14 3578 39 3115 | 34 ' :
3 8041 | 1474 | 18 1726 | 21 1169} 15 - 3672 | 46 :
4 5583 256 5 1548 | 28 1159 | 21 2620 | 47
5 4627 296 6 11957 26 981] 21 | - 22321 48
6 4149 614 | 15 792 19 390 9 2353 57
7. 3271 - 313 | 10 6831 21| 1361} 42 906 | 28
8 1997 179 9 2181 11 7871 39 813} 41 : ;
9 1759 50 |- 3| 126) 7 316 18 © 1266 72 p
10 1367 207 | 15 - 2551 19 204 | 15 701 ] 51 ;
, 11 245 9 4 | 51 2 220 90 5] 2
Co12 , 26 1 4 61 23 ol o 191 73 ,
124 o
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TABLE 42 (cont.) ' >
"Missouri
: >1.50 1.50-1.01 1.00-.71 ‘<.71
Grade N n % :n % n % n %
1 . 323 - 29 9 | 521 16 951 29 147 | 45
2 4382 750 | 17 1014 | 23 | 891 20 1727 39 ;
3 4251 738 | 17 894 21 1262 30 1309 31 |
4 4237 1147 27| 947 22 674 | 16 1447 | 34 §
5 4268 1261 | 30 992 | 23 ‘e157 19 1199 | 28 5
6 3367 1108 | 33 691 21 492 | 15 | 1234| 37 ﬁ
7 2465 | 638| 26 509 ( 21 | 356] 14 961 | 39 f |
8 2254 | - 700| 31 4551 20 390 17 708 | 31 . ;
9 525 211 | 40 73] 14 701 13 171 33 !
10 163 | + 76| 47 20} 12 14 9 52). 32 j
11 112 | 34| 31 18] 16 19] 17 411 37 - !
12 . 43 131 31 10l 22 71 17 13} 30 - i
;
i
j
‘e
" Nebraska : 1
. >1.50 1.50-1.01 1.00-.71 S <71
Grade| N n % B % s n % n A :
1 313 19 6 38| 12 56| 18 200| 64
2 1819 398 | 22 454 1 25 3460 ‘19 ' 627 34 ,
3 2416 578 | 24 512 | 21 430 | 18 896 | 37
4. 2907 669 | 23| 614} 21 414 14 1210 | 42 )
5. 2884 824 | .29 580 | 20 398 | 14 1082 | 38 :
6 2566 759 | 30 4451 17 | 355| 14 1007 | 39 .
7 1700 597 | 35 249 | 15 220 13 634 37 :
8 1288 406 | 32 196 | 15 139 |- 11 547 42 . $
9 579 . 168 | 29 106 | 18 96| 17~{—._.209| 36 )
10 - 344 921} 27} 57| 17 32 9 163 47
11 180 50| 28 27| 15 S 21 12 82| 46
12 184 50| 27 271 15 14 8 93| 51
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TABLE 42 (cont.)

Total Sample1

1.50-1.

<.71

>1.502 01 1.00-.71
Grade N n % n A n % n %
1 15922 446 | 3 1548 | 10 4897 | 31" 9031 | 57
2 58787 3866 7 14314 | 24 18643 | 32 21965 | 37.
.3 58649 | 5463 | 9 13705} 23 | .18198| 31 212341 36
4 46568 4303 | 9 10809 | 23 | 12175/ 26 19259 | 41
5 44807 1 © 3976 | 9| - 9436 21 12337 | 28 19430 } 43
6 39837 4203 | 11 7666 | 19 12087 | 30 16038 | 40
7 13018 1865 | 14 2390 | 18 2854 | 22 5900 | 45
8 8585 1549 | 18 1631 | 19 2705 | 32 2700 31
9 11419 2773 | 24 21251 19 2339 |,20 4182} 37
.10 5733 784 | 14 1700 | 30 1619 | 28 1628 28
11 1985 483 | 24 4591 23 . 564 | 28 473 24
12 880 181 | 21 '3351 38 4615 3181} 36

1 The total sample includes California, Florida, Missouri, and Nebraska.

2 The samplestates did not use the same ranges of grade-equivalent

scores but the ranges overlap sufficiently to permit aggregation.
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TABLE 43

Number and Percent of Children who Tested within Specified Average
Monthly Gain Score Ranges in Reading for 1974:

S

States with
Adequate Sampling Procedures and the Same Reporting Format.

Alabama
> 1.4 1.4-1.0 .9-.7 <
Grade N n % n % n % n %
1 9331 29721 32 | 2653 | 28 | 1998 |21 | 1708 | 18
2 14068 3366 | 24 | 4001 | 28 | 2758 |20 | 3943 | 28
3 12936 3166 | 24 | 3316 | 26 | 2415 {19 | 4039 | 31
4 | 10483 24451 23 | 2332 | 22 |[2111{20 | 3595 | 34
5 8895 25461 29 | 1968 | .22 | 1681 |19 | 2700 | 30
6 8048 2129! 26 | 1720 | 21 |1481 |18 | 2712 | 34
7 3435 | 884] 26 | 693 | 20 | 754 |22 | 1104 | 32
8 2014 | 565 28 | 479 | 24 | 441122 | 529 | 26
9 962 , 288 30 | 183 | 19 | 184 |19 | 307 | 32
10 115 56 49 24 | 21 12 | 10 23 | 20
11 101 | Lhi 4b 9| 9 13113 | 35| 35
12 99 . 33, 33 20 | 20 16 | 16 30 | 30
Arizona
; > 1.4 1.4-1.0 9-.5 | <.
Grade N n % n A n z ' on Z
1
4
2 | 2704 771 29 | 551 | 20 | 733|27 | 649 | 24
3 | 2832 780| 28 | 632 | 22 |, 691|224 . 729 | 26
4 | 2299 634 28 | 481 | 21 ; 487 )21 . 697 | 30
5 2322 761{ 33 | 461 | 20 | 462|20 | 638 | 27
6 1982 699 35 | 387 | 20 | 36318 | 533 | 27
7 1459 559| 38 260 | 18 | 245]17 : 395 27
8 1250 553| 44 | 164 | 13 | 181 |14 | 352 | 28
9 2150 957! 45 | 332 | 15 | 302|14 | 559 |. 26
10 879 400| 46 | 142 | 16 | 142 {16 | 195 |1 22
11 303 114) 38 44 | 15 67 |22 | 78 | 26
- 12 121 571 47 15 | 12 23 {19 i 26 | 21
e .
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TABLE 43 (cont.)

. Florida

' ' > 1.49 1.49-1.00 | .99-.50 < .50
" Grade N n % n % n pA n A
. 1 2000 12 01 83 | 04 |1527 | 76| 378 19
2 10237 491 511643 | 16 |6905 | 67| 1198 12
3 9179 803 9 | 1356 15 | 6441 | 70| 579 6
4 6458 636 10 | 1541 24 {3712 | 57| 569 9
5 | 7355 | 1036 | 14 {3229 44 12436 | 33| 654 9
6 ' 5116 874 17 | 2354 “46 | 1404 | 27| 484 9
7 . 3619 1307 36 | 1255 35 | 821 23| 236 7
8 ' 1460 608 42t 385 26 | 263! 18| 204 14
.9 745 ; 380 | 51} 122 , 16} 185| 25| 58 8
10 535 | | 223§ 42 117| 22| 195 36
11 226 | : 22 10| 178 | 79 26 12
12 22 g 5 ! 31 14 19 86
Missouri
| > 1.50 1.50-1:01 | 1.00-.71 < .71 i
Grade N n % n % n % n %
1 560 87 | 16 | 118 - 21| 106 | 19 | 251 45
2 4035 714 ! 18 | 942 231 867! 21 |1513 37
3 5043 1659 | 33 | 1030 20 | 885! 18 |1469 29
4 5497 | 1003 ° 18 |1244 1 23 1027 . 19 {2223 | 40
5 5445 1177 , 22 {1192 22 1 932 17 |2145 39
6 4540 1105 . 24 |-945 21! 686 ' 15 |1804 40
7 | 3468 | 1038 ! 30 | 599- 17 | 438 "' 13 {1393 40
8 {2753 | 786 | 29 | 504 18 | 371 . 13 {1091 40 i
9 L 721 I 213 | 30| 131 18, 93¢ 13| 282 | 39 .
10 . 352 , 127 | 36| 70 | 20| 42¢ 12| 113 | 32
11 - 102 , 38 | 37 24 23 12 12 29 28 |




- TABLE 43 (cont.)

i
Nebraska . ?
' > 1.50 1.50-1.01 | 1.00-.71 | < .71
Grade N n Z | 'n Z{in Z!n % j
1 371 31 8 73 20 | 67 | 18 |200 54 ]
2 1904 407 21 | 448 24 | 374 20 | 675 35
3 2147 440 20 | 482 22 {360 17 | 865 40
4 2253 527 23 | 440 20 | 349 15 | 937 42
5 2327 663 28 | 463 20 | 311 13 {890 38 . y
6 1973 566 29 | 396 20 | 264 13 | 747 38 ,
7 1380 488 35 | 223 16 | 153 11 | 516 37 '
8 867 257 30 | 133 15 | 91 10 | 386 45
9 393 88 22 57 15| 33 | 81215 | 55
0 172 33 19 25 . 15 | 26 15| 88 51
1 142 31 22 13 9| 15 11| 83 -] 58
12 72 12 17 | 8 11 ] 12 17 | 40 56 -
]
North Dakota
> 1.5 1.5-1.1 1.0-.6 < .6
“rade . N n % n % n % n %
930 208 22 | 259 | 28] 256 28 | 207 22
1041 215 21 | 264 25| 320 31 | 242 23
“ . 1091 . 235 22 {258 24 | 299 27 | 299 27
; . 956 190 | 33 | 193 27 | 262 20 | 311 20
- 829 190 f. 23 |171 ' 21| 217 36 | 251 30 .
C 534 123 28 | 166 | 15111 | 26| 134 31
» ' 387 | 131 34 60 16| 94 24 | 102 26
a 97 21 | 22 28 29| 29 301 19 | 20
v 65 23 35 6 9| 10 15| 26 | 40
: 2 g 2 100
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TABLE 43 (cont.)

v

Total Sample!l

> 1.502 1.50-1.01 1.00-.71 | < .71
Grade N n % n % ' n % n %
1 12262 3102 i 25 {2927 24 3698 | 30 |2537 21
2 33878 5957 | 18 | 7844 23 11893 | 35 |8185 24
3 33178 7063 | 21 | 7080 21 : 11112 | 33 ;7923 24
4 28081 5480 | 20 {6296 22 .. 7985 i 28 |8320 30
5 27300 6373 | 23 |7506 27 | 6084 | 22 {7338 27
6 22488 5563 1 25 |5973 27 ' 4421 | 20 16531 29
7 13895 4399 | 32 {3196 23 2522 . 18 |3778 27
8 8731 2900 33 {1725 20 1441 17 [2664-1 31
9 - 5066 1947 38 | 853 17 1 826 | 16 [1440 | 28
10 2118 639 30 | 490 23 349 + 16 | 640 | 30
11 877 227 26 | 112 13 285 32 { 253 | 29
12 314 102 32 43 14 54 ' 17 1 115 | 37

1'Sample includes Alabama, Arizona, Florida,

North Dakota.

Missouri, Nebraska and

2’The sample states did not use the same ranges of grade-equivalent
scores but the ranges overlap sufficiently to permit aggregation.
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TABLE 44

Percent of Children Having Average Monthly Gains in
Reading of 1.01 or More and 1.00 or Less
Derived from the Total Sample Data for
the Years 1972, 1973, and 1974

Total Sample 1972 Total Sample 1973 TotalfSample 1974 .
Grade >1.01 <1.00 _ >1.01 <1.00  >1.01 <1.00 :
1 19 81 13 | 87 49 51 %
2 34 66 31 69 o 59 {
3 42 - 58 32 68 " 43 57 §
4 38 " 62 32 68 42 58 \ §
5 130 : 70 30 S0 . 50 50 / §
6 36 64 30 70 52 48 | |
7 36 64 32 68 55 45 o
8 32 68 37 63 53 47
9 67 33 43 57 55 45
10 54 46 44 56 53 47 3
11 56 44 47 53 39 61 |
12 64 36 59 ' 41 46 s4
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- gain score distribﬁtion, etc. Regardless of the cause, however, the dif-
ference serves'to{highlighﬁ'the futility of attempting to draw any in-
ferences about the effects of Title I in general from data currently

available in State Annual Evaluation Reports.

As mentiored earlier, the data in Tables 37 through 44 present the
only aggregations of ﬁdequately representative and valid achievement benefit
data which could be made. Other reports, however, contained data which
were judged to be adequate although presented in a fofﬁat not compatible E
with that used by other states the same year; In order to give as complete |
a picture of Title I impact as possible, these data are presented, unaggregated,

in Tables 45 through- 48.
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TABLE 45

1971 Reading Achievement Statistics: States with
Adequate Data but Unique Reporting Formats

California 1971

Reading Achievement by Percent of Students in Each Range
of Average Monthly Gain

Grade N >1.4 1.4-1.0 W9=,7 <.7
1 - 13000 5.6 18.9 23.7 51.7

2 17281 : 4.7 29,1 31.8 34.4

“ 3 27136 2.9 15.4 41.8 46.2
4 23426 10.3 20.8 28.4 37.8

5 21114 7.6 14.2 36.9 41.3

6 19488 7.7 14.4 41.8 36.1

7 2605 15.2 32.7 . 34.9 17.3

8 2210 : 16.2 21.6 34.1 29.7

9 3578 20.6 27.9 33.5 17.9
10 1638 20.7 33.4 27.6 18.3
11 . 586 15.3 24.9 45.4 14.3
12 278 38.5 41.7 10.1 9.7

New Mexico 1971

Reading Achievement by Percent of Districts in Each Range
of Average Monthly Gain

Number of
Districts >1.4 1.4-1.1 . 1.0-.6 <.6

71 , 8.5 35.2 39.4 16.9
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TABLE 46 (cont.)

New Mexico 1972 “

Reading Achievement by Percent of Districts in Each Range
of Average Monthly Gain

>1.4 1.4-1.1 1.0-.6 <.6

© 10 - 24.3 . 52.3 13.4

New York 1972

Amcunt of Gain and Average Monthly Gain for Students
as a Function of the Number of Months Between
Pre- and Posttest (Grades 1-6)

Months Between

Tests N Gain AMG
1 4848 3.60 3.60
2 346 6.00 3.00
3 1754 4.34 1.45
4 754 4,26 1.06
5 668 6.64 1.33
.6 2248 6.94 1.16.

-7 6009 9.41 1.34
8 6538 9.13 1.14
9 10969 7.65 - .85

10 11077 9.14 .91

11 : 38 13.00- : 1.18

12 25 9.58 ) .80

Wisconsin 1972

Reading Achievement by Percent of Students in Each Range
of Average Monthly Gain

Grade
Level - 0-.4 5=.7 .8-.9 1-1.5 1.6-2 2.1-2.9 3 or More
1 25.96 2.74 20.37 27.82 15.66 5.13 1.31
2 8.81 8.15 12.86  55.20- 6.69 8.28° 0
3 5.63 26.19 - 5.84 41.85 13.49 7.00 -0
4 12.41 11.04 '21.34  38.83 14.27 1.12 .99
5 1.50 12.17- 15.92 '54.49 9.93 5.62 .37
6 3.68 19.40 - 9.70 - 47.49 6.35 12.37 1.00
7 16.39 22.95 0 22.95 10.38 0 27.32
-8 - 1.37 15.07 16.00 36.99 20.55 . 0 9.59
9 15.15 0 0 37.88 9.09 19.70 18.18
10 0 0 0 0 63.64 27.27 9.09
11 33.33 0 0 0o 0 40.00 26.67
12 0 33.33 0 8.33 O 0 58.33
"~ 115
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' TABLE 47

1973 Reading Achievement Statistics: States with Adequate
Data but Unique Reporting Formats

Arkansas 1973

Number of Students with AMG's in Reading
in Specified Ranges

>.9 .9-.1 - <.1

2696 ‘ 1718 1871

Hawaii 1973

Percent of Title I Students Who Achieved More Than
Six-month Growth in Reading Achievement
Reported by Districts

T Number Achieving o % of Sample
District More than 6 Months Achieving Goal
Honolulu 577 50
Central 144 73
Leeward ) ’ 303 47
Windward ! 201 58

’  Hawaii? 227 : 50

. Maui 136 63
Kauai 79 80

1. 5th grade Pope and Waimanalo not included
2. Excluded elementary schools which only had 3-to-4
months pre-posttest span

Kentucky 1973

Reading Achievement as a Function of Gain
and Average Monthly Gain

—-—g—

Time Between
N ’ Pre and Post Gain ' AMG

61,047 .77 1.05 1.36




“TABLE 47 (cont.)
Louisiana 1973

Reading Achievement as a Function of Changéé
in Percentile Rankings by Ggades

PERCENTILE BAND 1 - 5

Pre Post
No.- % No

139
1,049
1,649

©. 1,538
2,236
2,242
1,857
1,836
1,192

722

519

265

440 26,
2,095 26.
2,669 29.
2,973 32.
3,025 34.
2,674 32.
2,487 35.
2,280 40.
1,490 35.

943 37.

607 42,

333 42,

|
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PERCENTILE BAND 1

791
4,258
5,996
6,648
7,011
6,500
5,461
4,597
3,315
1,958
1,166

656

1,460 87.
6,393 80.
7,851 85.
8,147 88.
7,923 89.
7,458 89.
6,461 91.
5,143 90.
3,786 91.
2,113 8a4.
1,290 90.

693 88.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
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380 999
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. , © TABLE 47. - | | -

1973 Reading Achieyement Statistics: States with Adequate
Data but Unique Reporting Formats

o

Arkansas 1973

# °  Number of Students with AMG's in Reading ;
in Specified Rangés I

{ 2.9 .9-.1 <.1 ‘ |

s 2696 1718 1871

Hawaii 1973 ' |

Percent of Title I Students Who Achieved More Than .

. Six-month Growth in Reading Achievement :
: Reported by Districts ' © )
- T Number Achieving % of Sample o
District More than 6 Months . Achieving Goal N
' Honolulu 577 ’ 50 :
. Central o 144 73
- Leeward ‘ 303 47
Windward ! 201 - ’ 58 |
Hawaii? : 227 . ' 50 |
Maui . 136 | 63 ‘
, Kauai = - ' 79 : . 80

1. 5th grade Pope and Waimanalo not included
2. .Excluded elementary schools which only had 3-to-4
months pre-posttest- span

Kentucky 1973 -

Reading Achievement as a Function of Gain
and Average Monthly Gain

———

Time Between ) ' 4

N . Pre. and Post Gain - AMG , ! : o
61,047 .77 , ~1.05 1.36
..‘ ] ) ¥
- - 116
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TABll 47 (cont.)

Louisiana 1973

Reading Achievement as a Function of Changes
in Percentile Rankings by Grades
PERCENTILE BAND 1 - 5
Pre ‘Post Out
Grade N No. % No A No. %
> 1 1,662 440 26.5 139 8.4 301 18.1
@ 2 7,969 2,095 26.3 1,049 13.2 1,046 13.1
=3 9,190 2,669 29.0 1,649 17.9 1,020 11.1
4 9,180 2,973 32.4 1,538 16.8 1,435 15.6
5 8,854 3,025 34.2 2,236  25.3 789 8.9
6 8,322 2,674 32,1 2,242 26.9 432 5.2
7 7,080 2,487 35,1 1,857 . 26.2 630 8.9
8 5,685 2,280 40.1 1,836 32.3 444 7.8
9 . 4,155 1,490 35.9 . 1,192 28.7 298 7.2
10 2,509 943 37.6 722  28.8 221 8.8
11 1,424 607 42.6 519 36.4 88 6.2
12 791 333 42.1 265  33.5 68 8.6
PERCENTILE BAND 1 - 25
1 1,662 1,460 87.8 791  47.6 - . 669  40.2
.2 7,969 6,393 80.2 4,258 53.4 2,135 26.8
3 9,190 7,851 85.4 5,996  65.2 1,855 20.2
4 9,180 = 8,147 88.7 "~ 6,648 72.4 1,499 16.3
5 8,854 7,923 89.5 7,011 79.2 . 912  10.3
6 8,322 7,458 89.6 6,500 78.1 958 - 11.5
7 7,080 6,461 91.2 5,461  77.1 1,000 14.1
8 5,685 5,143 90.5 4,597 80.9 546. 9.6
9 4,155 3,786 91.1 3,315 79.8 471 11.3
10 2,509 2,113 84.2 1,958 78.0 155 6.2
11 1,424 1,290 90.6 1,166 81.9 . 124 8.7
12 791 693 88.2 656 82.9 42 5.3
_ PERCENTILE BAND 56 - 99
: 1 1,662 50 3.0 296 17.8 246 14.8+
2 7,969 380 4.8 999 12.5 619 7.7+
3 9,190 239 2.6 687 7.5 448 4.9
4 9,180 101 1.1 387 4,2 286 3.1 .
5 8,854 71 0.8 294 3.3 223 2.5 :
6 8,322 137 1.6 306 3.7 169 2.0+
7 7,080 46 0.6 - 313 4.4 267 3.8
8 5,685 47 0.8 164 2.9 117 2.1
9 4,155 25 0.6 98 2.4 73 1.8
10 2,509 32 1.3 94 3.7+ 62 2.5
11 1,424 8 0.6 28 2.0 20 1.4
19 791 10 1.3 18 2.3 8 1.0
117
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_TABLE 47 (cont.)

4

New Mexico 1973

Reading Achievement by Percent of Districts
in Each Range of Average Monthly
Gain :

>1.4 1.4-1.1 1.0-,6 <6

10 22 36 32




~,

) w.NH o.mH. £°8¢ 9°¢h 3Isog ovs ey 28e19Ay
"6°9 8'¢CT 1°LC AN %9 2ad YT Hog pPa3y3tapm
10 Teaog
'€ oL £°02 v°89 1sog €8T°S
S € ‘9% 0°8T %°GL 21d gev'e ¢1-01
L€ 8°'8 6°2¢ 9°%9 isod zz9‘ze
I°¢ L9 8°8T v 1L a1g 8LE°TT 6-L
$°9 6°¢€T $°6¢C T°0¢ isod €85 °1ST
8°¢ 0°0T 9°9¢ 9°6S 9xd TLE“HTT 9-%
0T €02 82 ALTS 1504 ZST e
0'0T T°9T L°8C 0°SY oad G90°GST [ R
o
—
—
1’jaend Yiy a93aend pag a93aend pug I33jaend IS 31s9], ‘N spueg
a93jaend Am mmmwvmum Jo Juadaag apeay
1s933s0d pue 3s93931g e 12497 9pean £q UOTINQTIIST(
3yl jo zi33jaend yoeq ur BurI00§ SIUIPNIG JO JUIVa3g £q JuswaAdTYdy Sulpesy
%.6T BTUIOITTRD :
sjemwiojg wawuuoawm anbyup 3Inq e3leq 23enbapy yirm sajeig
? SOTISTIeIS JUSWLARTYDY Burpeay /6T
8% 419Vl

O

L

Cc'

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i
-

141

E




TABLE 48 (cont.)
Indiana 1974

Reading Achievement Pretgst, Posttest, and.Gain
Scores Expressed in Terms of Standard Scores
and Percentiles

Pre ) Post Gain

Grade f/_ N 7 S.s. % + 8.8, % ~S.s.
AT, 8 LLNN
q |
4 1394 10 l 53 18 . 58 8 5
5 - 1267 20 | 68 23 69 3 1
6 ‘1283 16 + 71 | 20 | 73 4 2
\ .
Maine 1974
Reading Achievement Pretest, Posttest and Gain
Scores Expressed in Terms of
Standard Scores
Grade N ~ Pre A Post . Gain _
2 47 137.83 144.74 . 6.91
3 113 146.21 152.13 5.92
5 127 425,40 430.07 ., k.67
6 162 428,93 433,75 T 4.82
Ohio 1974
Number and Percent of Studengé Scoring Withiﬁ
Specified Average Monthly Gain Ranges in Reading
Grade | 1.5 1.1-1.4 .6-1.0 .5
Band N n % n % n % n %
. ' l
PreK-K | 2381 740 | 31 575 | 24 635 ! 27 | 431 18
1
1-3 52821 19179 | 36 10768 | 20 i 12611 | 24 f¢10263 20
4-6 25943 | 11074 | 43 1 3830 | 15 i 5078 t 20 I‘ 5761 22
7-9 2264 862 | 38 345 | 15 453_! 20 l 604 27
120
-




TABLE 48 (cont.)

.‘South Dakota 1974

Reading Achievement as a Function of Gain in
Grade-Equivalent Scores

Grade Band N . Gain
1-3 T 1452 1.03
46 - 2424 - 1.00
7-8 792 1.00

Virginia 1974

Reading Achievement as a Function of Average
Monthly Gain Reported by Type of
Standardized Achievement Test

AMG. AMG
Grade! Test 12 Test 2

2 1.2 .9
3 1.3 .9
4 1.2 1.2
5 1.2 1.0
6 1.2 1.2
7 1.3 1.3
8 1.0 .9

1. Total N = 27,957

2. Tests 1 and 2 are the CAT and MAT. It was not
clear from the report which column represented
data from which test!
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Needs Assessmént and Parent Advisory Councils -

The following chapter deals with two more important issues that

were addressed in the State Reports: needs assessment and Parent Advisory

Councils.

Needs Assessment

An average of 32% of the 1971, 1972; 1973, and 1974 State Reports
mentioned needs assessmént. By referring to Table 49, it can be seen that
the needs assessment pattern is similar for each of the four years. The
smaller number of states reporting on needs assessment in 1974 reflects
the fact that only 30 State Reports were available at the time of aggrega-

tion.

Information in the State Reports related to the needs assessment
process was grouped under three main topics: the people involved, thé
instruments used, and the results of the process. Within each of‘these
general.categories, the number of states that listed specific people, in-

struments, or areas of need was then tabulated.

The State Reports indicated that teachers, counselors, psychologists,
social workers, parents, and Parent Advisory Councils were_involved in
ascertaining needs with teachers clearly playing the most important role.
A vafiety of instruments were mentioned in the reports as tools for
evaluating areas of need. The instruments included most prominently
standardized tests, with teacher-made tests, grades, measures of class;oom
performance, cumulative records, attitude inventories, health and
attendance records, and home visit data also used although with signifi-
cantly less frequency. The areas of need indentified in the State Reports
included reading, language arts, math, social studies, and science
as well as nonacademic areas such as social and emotional development
and health. The basic skill areas of reading and math were the most
frequently reported upon - as might be expected from the relatively common

use of standardized tests for needs determination.

Parent Advisory Councils

Table 50 presents a'breakdown of the number of states reporting

122
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TABLE 49
The Number of States Reporting
Information Related to Needs Assessment
Presented by Fiscal Year :
1971 1972 1973 1974
People invqlved in needs assessment:%
Teachers 8 9 10 3
,Counselors 2 5 5 2
Psychologists 1 4 3 0 -
Social Workers 0 3 2 1
Parents 2 6 6 2
Advisory Councils 3 5 3 2
Instruments used to assess needs: ¢
Standardized tests 14 14 11 6
Teacher-made tests 6 4 5 2
o Grades 4 2 3 1
Classroom Performance 6 7 -3 2
Cumulative Record 2 4 4 0
Attitude Inventories 5 1., 3 0
Health Records 6 2 1 1
Attendance Records 6 2 3 0
Home Visit Data 0 1 0 0
Areas of need determined by assessment
process: .
Reading : 11 9 6 5
Language Arts 8 5 6 4 4
Math 10 6 6 4
Social Studies 2 2 1 1
Science 1 2 1 1
Social and Emotional Need 7 4 2 3
6 4 3 3

Health

Note. In 1971, 17 of 53 state reports included information
regarding needs assessment. Sixteen of 52 reports in 1972,
15 of 42 reports in 1973, and 8 of 30 reports in 1974 had
needs assessment 1nformat10n.




TABLE 50
‘The Number of States Réporting Information Related to

Parent. Advisory Councils Presented by Fiscal Year

1971 1972 1973 i974

Number of PACs . 10 6 ) 5 : 1

NumGer of Parents 3 8 14 ’ 7

Number of People 6n :

PACs . 2 4 5 4

Number of Meetings : , _

for each PAC 4 11 . 13 8

Membership. Breakdown 8 7 8 4
Title I Parents 8 7 8 5
Schoél Personnel 6 7 8 3
Others 6 7 7 4

How PAC Membership wﬁs

Selected 2 2 -3 4

Activities 9 1z 15 8
Determine Needs 3 7 8- 6
flan Projects 8 ‘ 12 , 15' 8
Visit Projects 2 3 4 ‘5
Volunteers as Aldes 3 3 2 3
Evaluation 5 11 1 7
Disseminate Infor- .
mation » 6 5 4 7

Funding PAC's : - 1 2 3 2

Note. 1Im 1971, 19 of 53 state reports included information regarding

Parent Advisory Councils. Nineteen of 52 reports in 1972, 22 of 42

reports in 1973, and 15 of 30 reports in 1974 had information on PACs.
. [ .

146

124



2

various types of information pertaining to Parent Advisory Councils. Some
State Reports described parental involvement in general, but did not refer
to PACs specifically. Other reports mentioned the fact that PACs existed
in their state, but provided no further relevant information. The State
Reports containing these brief references to parents or PACs were not in-

cluded in the data tabulation.

Table 50 shows how many states reported the number of PACs operating
in their state, the numbers of ﬁeetings held by the PACs, the number of
parents on the councils, and the number of people in general on the councils.
The number of states that indicated the composition of their PACs is also
tabulated. To be included in this count a state need not have given a
numerical breakdown of membership, but need only have listed the various
types of people serving on the councils. The states that described how

their PAC members were selected are also tallied.

The number of states that identified the activitieS‘engaged in
by the PACs is also indicated in Table 50 with a breakdown by type of
activity. The way in which the PACs were funded was mentioned by some

states and their number is reported.

There appears to be some trend toward increased reporting of PAC-
related information and toward’providing.more detailed descriptions of
PACs although the majority of the State Reports made no mention of this
important ingredient of Title I'projecta.
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‘Conclusions and Recommendations

Each of the preceding sections of this chapter presented some
conclusions and recommendations derived from analyses of past reports.
All of this information is summarized here as clearly and concisely as

possible.

Participation

'In order to form an accurate picture of the extentvand nature of '
Title I participation; uniform and reliable data are required. It is |
necessary to know at least how many children are being served, and whether
they are being served in the regular term, summer term, or yearlong. For |
these categories of participation, unduplicated counts are required. Most
states are currently providing some of. this information in their Sfate
Reports. The breakdowns they use, however, and the categories on which
they report are sufficiently inconsistent from state to state so that it
is not possible to derive a nationally fépresgntative picture of Title I

participation.

Information concerning the number of participants being served in

certain instructional and supportive programs is also desirable. Since

the legislation suggests that Title I funds be spent primarily in the

basic skill areas, it is Iimportant to determine whether a large proportion N

of Title I participants are being served by these programs. Thié infor- |

mation should be provided by a duplicated count, in which participants :
. are counted once for each program in which they participate. The pro-

gram participation data should be presented by standard program categories

so that aggregationAoﬁer all states is possible.. Several State Reports

present program data in terms of standard categories but the practice has '

by no means been universally adopted.

If basic information can be provided in all State Title I Evaluation
Reports, it will be possible to form a national picture of Title I partici-
pation. In Section 512 of the Education Amendments of 1974 (P.L. 93-380),

L
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Congress mandated a study to recommend the format for a consolidated
state report on participants and expenditures in all federally funded
programs. The results of Fhat study will, of course, influence which
types -of participation and\expenditure data are requested in State Title I

Annual Evaluation Reports.

Resource Allocation

Unquestionably, the greatest difficulty encounterea in;aséembling
a national picture of Title I resource allocation from State Title I
Annual Evaluation Repofts is that many reports contain no data at all
on allocations or expenditures. Resource allocation is an importantk
policy~relevant issue, so it seems appropriate to recommend that these

State Reports provide at least minimal information on théAexpenditure
of Title I funds.

Since confusion now exists in the réports between expenditures
and allocations, and since it is not always clear what funds have been
included in or excluded from the reported amounts, complete labeling is
particularly important. It would be most useful for reports to show total
state allocations and total expenditures, in each case including ad-
ministrative funds, carry-over funds, and funds under Parts B and C of
Title I. If this information were reported consistently, comparable
f. jures could be extracted from the reports for aggregation across states.
Again, results -of the mandated study concerning the format for reporting
participation and funds relevant to federally funded programs will affect

the future content of State Reports.

 Several State Reports currently present expenditures in break-
downs by type of service for summer and regular sessions, and by standard
accounting categories. These data are particularly useful in identifying
program emphasis and major expenses. A breakdown of per-pupil expendi-
tures by standard program area is also very useful since these figures
make it possible to judge how expensive it is to offer various Title T
programs or services. However, too few states report expenditures by
program areas or by'accounting categories to suggest that it would be

feasible for most states to produce this type of information. Although
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per-pupil expenditures by program also are infrequently reported now,
these figures are easily produced if information is available on both
expenditureé and participation by program area. Assuming that thésa data
could be produced by the states, a religble national picture could be

formed of how Title I funds are spent by the states.

Impact

The current State Reports'do not achieve their potential as.sources
of program evaluation data. A small number of states reported data
that were adequately reliable and valiﬂ.k Within this.group, an even s
smaller number of states shared a common format. Of the 17 states that
did have representative data in FY 71, 72, 73, and 74 but could not be

included in the across-state aggregations, seven did not include any

o grade-level breakdowns and three included grade band breakdowns. For
these states, the difficulty in interpreting_achievement_data,pooled
across grade levels was compounded by the use of grade-eﬁuivalent scores

; which precluded any assessment of the pre- or posttest status of program -
1 participants. For data in future reports to be more useful, it is
i

necessary that they be presented by grade level.

During the policy interviews withkiéderal—level officials con-
ducted in Phase I, many of those interviewed?expressed the desire to . ,
see impact data reported at the projecg‘ieveﬁ, To do so would require
that data be presented for each unit of one o; more instructional or

service areas under a single administration. Officials hoped that by hawving

evaluation information at the project level, successful and unsuccessful
projects could be identified. éhccessful ones would then be disseminated
and unsuccessful ones which had received a fair test would be changed

so that the Title I program would be continually improved. . ﬁspecially at
the state ievel,'the desirability of project-~level impact reporting seems i
clear, with éppropriate summary tabulations being forwarded to the federal

level.

Many of the present evaluation efforts demonstrate an inadequate
awareness concerning the methodology and design required to collect

meaningful impact data. If norm-referenced evaluation models continue
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to be used by the majority of states, evaluators must be made cognizant |

¢

of the restrictions inherent in these designs. For normative data to

provide valid baseline indications, testing can only be“conducted at

times corresponding to those at which the -actual normative data were

collected. Further, if a fall pretest and spring posttest are desired

(as is most often the case) then the choice of tests is restricted "since
v

only a few instruments have appropriate normative'data points. Closely

related to these issues are the'difficulties in measuring program impact

using grade—equivalent scores which arise from scaling irregularities .

and curve—fitting interpolation procedures (see Tallmadge & Horst, 1974.)

Needs Assessment R

-

_?he area of needs assessmeﬁt.uas'not addressed thoroughly, {if at
all, in most of the State Réports. Policy makers havevindicated that the
three primary factors to be included in a description of needs assessmeht_
are: the people involved, the instruments and procedures used, and the

results. - State Reports'which contained some information on needs

assessment seldom included discussion% of all three of these factors. B

Data concerning‘theﬂoutcome of the needs assessment process can
beAcompared with figures on resource allocation and program participation
in order to judge whether the children being served are those with‘the
greatest needs.and whether their identified needs are those'being served

by the programs in which they participate.

Pareut Advisory Councils

‘Title I legislation is oarticularly.clear in regard to the number,
composition,'and functions of Parent Advisory Councils (PACs). Each
LEA must establish an advisory council for the entire school district .
and each school served by Title I must haVe.a PAC. The majority of the
Council members must be parents of children served by -Title i Each

PAC is to advise in the planning, implementation,:and evaluation of pro-

grams and projectsf\\\\\\\\ - . o

Since these requiremehfs\are clearly spelled out, it seems important

to know whether there are the'legally required number of PACs, whether
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the required number of parents of Title I children are represented on the
Councils, and in what activities the PACs have participated. The minimal
information to be requested from the SEAs would be a report of (a) the
percentage of schools that have PACs, (b) the percentage of PACs that

are legally constituted, (c) the numbers and types of people serving the

Councils, anq,(d) the activities engaged in'by the Councils.
! .
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IV. PHASE III

Summary of Phase III Tasks

The firet task of Phase III involved‘interviewing the State Title I
Coordinators. by telephone in order to determine the feasibility of im-
plementing recommended evaluation and reporting practices in their states.
During these discussions, interviewers also attempted to find out how much
authority or influence the SEA exercised over its LEAs, and to clarify
the reasons behind state practices which differed significantly from the

recommended practices.

The State Coordinators were notified in advance of the telephone calls
by a letter (see Appendix E) which described the purposes of the telephone |
--calls and the topics which the interviews would cover. A brief summary
of the project and copies of‘the critical summaries of that state's Annual

Reports were sent with the letter.

The telephone interviews were conducted by two-person teams with: one
member interviewing the Coordinator while the other member took notes.
Questions were asked in the areas of participation, expenditures, impact,
needs assessment, and Parent Advisory Councils. However, no two states
were asked the same questions, since the topics covered in the interviews

were determined both by practices already existing in the state, as evi-

denced in the State Report, and by the Coordinator's responses to initial
questions about Title I participation. Because the content of the inter—

views varied widely, no attempt was made to quantify the states' responses.

After all states had responded to the interview questions, three
preliminary evaluation and repqrting models were developed. These models
were identical with the exception of their impact assessment strategies,
which were labeled Norm-referenced (Model A), Control Group (Model B), and
Special Regression. (Model C). The latter two had variations to allow for
the use of either standardized achievement tests or criterion- or objectives-
referenced tests. The Control Group Model was appropriate for use‘with a
posttest—onlyveomparison, with or without matching, and with or without

covariance adjustment procedures.
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For each model, reporting forms and instructions were developed .
for project reports to LEAs, LEA reports to SEAs, and SEA reports to the

U. S. Office of Education. Summary information about individual projects

PRt

- .was reported at all levels. The thre& models were designed so that all

..»M""h
T

data, including impact déta; could be aggregated acfoss asTWell as within
models. The reporting system thus provided project-level information about
the children served by Title I projects, the types of services provided,
the costs of the services, and their impact. In addition, the system pro-
vided a state summary of in}ormation about Title I personnel,vpréservice
and inservice training, and school and district Parent Advisory Councils.
During Phase IV, nine SEAs examined the reporting system to determine the

feasibility of implementing such a.system in their states.

Telephone Interviews

<
The first major task of Phase III was the interviewing of State

Title I Coordinators by telephone to explore the feasibility of implement-

ing various evaluation and reporting practices in their states. To alert

the Coordinators to the purposes af the study and the telephc.e interview,
N letters were sent to each of them approximately two weeks before the ini— |
tial attempt was made to contact them. A copy of the letter is included

'inxAppendix E.

Tﬁé\telephone calls were made between February 6th and March 5th
to all fifty states and to the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islénds. Most frequently, the Co-

_ ordinator participated in the ﬁélephone conversation, but often he was
. joined by the Title I Evaluator. Occasionally the Coordinator did not
participate, designatiqg the EQaluator as the person most appfopriate

to respond to the interview questions.

bnly one state refused to answer questions by telephone and that
state did send a written response to the nine questions contained in the
pre;interview letter. While all other State Departments cooperated in
" the interviews, some were clearly hostile to the objectives of the study,
to the federal intervention they felt the interviews represeﬁted, and even

- to evaluation in general. Several interviewees were quick to point out
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that a number of federal evaluation -efforts, which they felt were 111~
conceived, had been tried out in the past and had failed. They did not

want to be involved in similar endeavors.

Because of the wide variety of responses received from the various
states, it is not possible to describe any kind of general reaction toward
the interviews or the Etudy itself. In most instances where hostility was
encountered, however, there‘appearedito be a substantial increase in in-
terest as it became clear to the state representatives that there would be
extensive involvement of SEA and LEA personnel in- developing//ne new system,
that it would not involve a massive data collection instrument such as that
employed by ESS and CPIR, and that there would be no immediate mandate to
adopt a new and untried system. At least a few of the initially hostile

state representatives expressed a positive attitude toward the study and

" participation in it by the time the interview was completed.

In preparing for the interviews, three separate sources of infor-

mation were considered: (a) past State Title I Annual Evaluation Reports,

.(b) suggestions made by the study's Advisory Panel (see Acknowledgments)

with respect to future evaluation and reporting systems, and (c) experi-

mental design and statistical considerations relevant to data reliability,

validity, and potential for aggregation; The manner in which each of these

sources was used is described in the following paragraphs.

From past State Reports it was possible to determine the entire gamut

of evaluation and reporting practices. Of particular interest for the

telephone interviews were those practices which were most complete and
easily interpretable. While no decision was made that the new reporting

system would call for such complete information on all relevant topics,

1t seemed appropriate to assess the feasibility of collecting this type

of data in all states.

The Advisory Panel was particularly helpful in pointing out several
specific problem areas which were subsequently investigated during
the telephone interviews. Perhaps most useful were the suggestions per-
taining to financial matters and the’questions raised with respect to
reporting on needs assessment and parent involvement issues. All of the

panel's thoughts on these issues were reflected in the interviews.
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The experimental design and statistical considerations relevant to

valid evaluations at the project level had been well thought through prior

to the present study (see Horst, Tallmadge, & Wood, 1975). Problems
associated with the aggregation of impact data, however, had barely been
considered and required a substantiél amount of effort to‘resolve. All of
the design and statistical issues, whether related to the validity of
inferences drawn at the project level or to state aggregation problems,
had implications for the still—to—be—deveioped model evaluation and
reporting systems. These implications often took the form of procedures

which evaluators at the project, LEA, and SEA levels would have to adopt

" if the systems were to be effectively implemented. The feasibility of
the procedures and the willingness of evaluators to adopt them thus

became issues which had to be explored during the telephone interview.

All of the interviews were conducted by two-person RMC teams with

one member asking the questions while the other took notes. Team members

|
|
\
|
\
were rotated, and each member of the staff spent approximately equal
amounts of time in interviewing and note-taking roles. Initial attempts

to talk to each Title I Coordinator were made exactly two weeks after the

date of the letter_which was sent. Only about half of the calls were

successfully completed on the first attempt, however, and in a few instances
it required as much as two weeks of almoét daily telephoning before an

interview could be completed.

Questions were asked in the five areas of participation, expendi-
tures, impact, needs assessment, and Parent Adviséry Councils. No two
states were asked the same questions, however. Rather, the procedure was
generally to open up -the discussion by explaining briefly the purpose of the
study and asking an initial question-or two in the participation area.

Any responses of a non-routine nature would then bé pursued until the
interviewer felt that he or she héd a reasonably clear picture of the
state's attitude toward the issue and of what éould and could not be
accomplished in the way of a revised evaluation and reporting system.

Then the interviewer would move on to the next topic.
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Occasionally,.thé interviewee had misinterpreted the purpose of the
questions contained in the pre-interview letter and attempted to provide

clear and concise answers to those questions. When it was pointed out that

- those questions had been included only as examples of the kinds of issues

which would be discussed it became clear that some interviewees were not

" prepared for such open-ended discussions. In several instances the inter-

viewer was requested to call back at a later date.

Because the interviews were largely unstructured, it was neither
meaningful nor feasible to tally the responses of the states according to
their position on various issues. While, except in the cases of the most

uncooperative states, the interviewer came away from each telephone call

 feeling that a good understanding of the state's position on each issue

had been obtained, a substantial amount of judgment, interpretation, and
"reading between the lines' was frequently required. For this reason the
following discussions of the five content areas are lafgely subjective
and are cast in terms of the conclusions reached from the interviews more

than in terms of specific responses to specific questions.

f
SEA responses to questiohs about reporting participation information

indicated that it would be feasible to include in the model reporting

. \ .
system unduplicated counts of students in various grade levels for public
and nonpublic échools, and to report duplicated counts of children who

receive reading, mathematics, other instruction, and supportive services.

Although many Coordinators indicated that they could and would be
willing to report these data in a more detailed program breakdown (such
as that used in thé CPIR), members of the Adviso;y Panel and several Co-
ordinators indicated that a very specific breakdown would often be in-
accurate. The more general breakdown into four categories appeared to
be acceptablé to almost all SEAs and to satisfy the needs of policy makers

for participation data.

These breakdowns (by grade level and by program area) indicate the
areas and levels in which most Title I children are being served. The
information is also important in determining the reliability of impact data

presented for reading and mathematics programs.




Although the content of the telephone interviews cannot be rigor-
ously categorized and analyzed, a study of all the responses indicates
that the states will accept and use a model reporting system which is based
upon the separate presentation of impact and expendit;re data from each
Title;I project in a state. Since decision makers have stressed the impor-
tance of receiving project level information, the models developed by, RMC
require the reporting of expenditure and impact data separately for each
Title I project as well as in a statewide aggregation. Discussions with
the Advisorvaanel and with State Coordinators about the reporting of ex-
penditure data resulted in a decision to include minimal expenditure data
in the reporting models. There appearéd\to be widespread feeling that
Title I Annual Evaluation Reports must be submitted too early to include
complete and accurate‘financial information, and that policy makers could
always obtain this information from the Annual Financial Reports. In
addition, many Coordinators agreed that it was extremely difficult, if
not impossible, to accurately report expenditures for each program area or
separately for nonpublic schbols"” Based on these discussionsz the decision
was made to restrict expenditure data in the reporting models to a minimum
of regdily available information, i.e., total and per-pupil costs at each

level (project, LEA, and State). L

Discussions with the State Title I Coordinators about reporting im-
pact data focused on the issue of standardizing project evaluation prac-
tices, and Coordinators' responses to this issue were quite varied. It
appears that many Coordinators would consider requiring or recommending
standard evaluation procedures to their LEAs and Title I projects. How-
ever, a substantial number of State Title I Coordiﬁators were clearly
opposed to the adoption of standard evaluation practices in their states.
It is hoped that these Coordinators may be persuaded to view the prospect
more favorably after further discussion. Since adherence to one of the
models is essential for each project and LEA if data are to be valid, re-
liable, and aggregatable across the nation, RMC will continue efforts
to persuade SEA and LEA personnel of the benefiés to be gained from the -

use of standard evaluation practices.

Other questions related to program impact were concerned with the
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frequency of use of criterion- or objectives-referenced tests, and the
Coordinators' fespbnses to these questions indicated tHat in only a few
states are these tests used extensively. However, it was clearly necessary
to develop reporting models for projects using,criterion—.or objectives-
referenced tests, so that the results of these tests could be combined

with data based upon the more widely used standardized achievement tests.

Coordinétors' responses to questions about needs assessment pro-
cedures indicated that almost all of the State Title I programs concentrate
upon eliminating reading and math deficiencies, but that the procedures
for identifying these deficiencies vary widely across and within the states.
For example, certain states use an elaborate sequence of activities to
conduct their needs assessments, while other assessments consist of only
one or two steps. Because of the variety‘of needs assessment practices and
because Coordinators appeared to have little interest in adopting standard
practices across their states, it appeared impossible to develop a standard
format for reporting needs assessment procedures and results. Since the
purpose of including this information in the evaluation reports is to de-
termine whether or not programs are serving the children who need services,
the decision was made to rely on pretest scores to provide this information
rather than attempt to develop acceptable standard needs assessment pro-
cedures. Our discussions about needs assessments did indicate that most
assessments include the use of standardized tests, and that this informa-

tion could be included in the reports.

The last area of discussion'with the €oordinators usually concerned
the composition, selection procedures, and activities of Parent Advisory
Councils. Although the State Coordinators indicated that they could in-
clude thi- type of information in their reports, they seriously questioned
its validity. Also, a few Coordinators questioned whether an evaluation
report waé the appropriate vehicle for docuﬁenting compliance with the

legislation.

Although it is not possible to measure objectively the results of

~these interviews, it appears that théy accomplished two major goals which

are closely related to the successfiil development of the model evaluation

and reporting system. First, the State Title I Coordinators were informed

»
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about the purpose of our project and many of them were persuaded of its
potential -for improving evaluations and reporting of Title I programs.
Rapport was established between the interviewers and many State Coordina-
tors which should aid in the acceptance an@ applicatinn of the reporting

models by the states.

Second, useful information was obtained,abouf the feasi-
bility of iﬁcluding in the reporting models certain types of data on stu-
dent participation, expenditures, program impact, needs assessments, and
Parent Advisory Councils. Our conelusion, based upon this information,
is that sufficient data can be obtained from all Title I projects to per-
mit the identification of successful Title I projects. In addition, it

appears that most states will support the application of the new evalua-

tion and reporting models if an intensive effort is made to persuade Title I

Coordinators of the models' validity and usefulness.
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The Models

Three evaluation and reporting models were developed, all of
which are identical except for their impact assessment strategy. Tenta-
tively named for these.strategies, the models are: Model A, the Norm-
referenced Model; Model B, the Control Group Model; and Model C, the
Special Regression Model. The Control‘Group Model and the Special Regres-
sion Model have variations depending on whether standardized achievement
‘tests or criterion- or objectives-referenced tests are used. The Control
Group Model has additional variations in that it may-be used with postteét—”
oniy comparisons, with or without matching, aﬁd with~enalysis of covariance

procedures.

For each model, reporting forms were developed for reports (a)
from,projeets to LEAs, (b) from LEAs to SEAs, and (c) from SEAs to the
U. S. Office of Education. In addition to the reporting.ferms, implemen-
tation procedures were developed for each of the models. These procedures
were designed to provide step-by-step guidance to evaluators at the project,
LEA, and SEA levels anq_were written in such'a way as to minimize the
amount of technical expertise required for their execution. Perheﬁs the
most significant feature of these reporting forms was that summary infor-
mation about individual projectsuyas reported at all levels. While this
represented a radical departure from previous reporting practices, it
fulfilled the expressed information needc of the educational policy makers
interviewed during Phase I of this study and appeared feasible; based on

the analyses undertaken during Phase III.

Another significant feature of the overall evaluation and reporting
system was that the three models were worked out'so that data (including
impact data) can be aggregated across, as well as within models, thereby

enabling the compilation of meaningful statewide and nationwide summaries.

Before discussing the details of each model, it is appropriate to
describe exactly what the proposed evaluation and reporting system is in-
tended to do and what it is not intended to do. Perhaps the most important

distinction to be made here is that the system is outcome, rather than
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process, oriented. It provides some project-level descriptive informa-

" tion relating to the children served by Title I projects, the types of

services provided, and the costs associated with their delivery. It also
encompasses inforﬁation about Pafent Advisory Councils and in-service |
traininé. It does not, however, attempt to déal with compliance with
existing legislation, regulations, program criteria, or guidelines at

the project or even the LEA level. These issues, it has been concluded,

cannot be adequately assessed through éelf—reporting procedures.

State-level data are, for the most part, generated through
aggregating information from project and LEA reports, and only informa-
tion which is useful at those levels is collected. Data requirements
are kept to the absolute minimum which is consistent with the objective
of obtaining a meaningful, interpretable picture of Title I impact. Every
attempt, furthérmofe, was made to avoid'duplicatioﬁ with other data collec-
tion and reporting requirements. Thus, finaneial information was restricted
to total-project and per-pupil costs, and information about participants

was limited to their numbers, grade levels, and test scores.

The data called for by the proposed system does more than brovide
evidence regarding overall effectiveness of the Title I program. The
system permits analyses of project-level relationships among costs, achieve-
ment gains, hours of intervention, grade levels, instructor-pupil ratios,
and initial degree of educational ﬁeed. It will, then, enable investiga-
tion of most of the major and minor concerns expréssed by the educational

policy makers interviewed during Phase I of the study.

Model A, the Norm~referenced Model, is expected to be the most
widely adoptable of the models since it closely resembles commonly em-

ployed, current evaluation strategies. The evaluation design itself

.deviates from current practice in just two respects: (a) it makes use of

standard scores and percentiles rather than grade-equivalent scores, and
(b) it requires that testing be done on dates corresponding to real

normative data points rather than whenever testing is convenient. One
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additional requirement of this model is that the pretest be administered
to the project participants after they have been selected. 'Pupils.cannot

be selected for participation based on theilr pretest scores.

The reporting part of Model‘A requires the use of standard formats
at the project, LEA, and SEA levels to facilitate the aggregation of data
at each higher level. The forms were kept quite simple to>minimize

the burden imposed on evaluation personnel at each level.

Model B, the Control Group Model, is substantially more difficult
to implement than.Modéi A Because of the difficulty in assembling a suit-
able control group. As pointed out in Horst, Tallmadge, and Wood (1975),
the assignment of children to treatment and control groups must be random
or "random-in-effect" (it must be possible to consider the two groups as
random samples from a single population). It is not possible to construct
suitable control groups by post hoc matching procedures although this is |

a very common €rror.

If a suitable control group exists, the problems of implementing
Model B are substantiélly reduced. Furthermore the Model has several
advantages over Model A including, most notably, the greater degree of
confidence which can be placed in inferences drawn from it, and the fact
that it is adaptable to use with either standardized achievemert tests or
criterion- or objectives-referenced measures. While use of the latter
type of instrument does complicate the data aggregation problem somewhat,
where a decision has been made to use criterion- or objectives-referenced
tests, Model B is clearly to be preferred over Model C, the only other ~

available alternative.

The reporting forms for Model B are soméwhat more complex than for
Model A. The increased complexity, however, stems largely from the in-
corporation of provisions for analysis of covariance adjustments. Presum-
ably, these adjustménts will be uncommon so that the actual reporting

requirements will be less complex than they appear.

An additional complication appears on the forms for Model B2, the
variation which employs criterion- or objectives-referenced tests. The

same complication exists in Model C2 and relates to the problem of
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expressing the results of all evaluation models in a common metric—-
namely, the national norms.‘ The use of this metric presents no problem
when standardized achievement tests are used, but does add complications
when evaluations employ tests without normative data. This issue is

addressed separately at the end of this section. .

Model C, the Special Regression Model, should be regarded as the
least desirable of the three models primarily because of the potential it
has for misinterpretation. While it is fundamentally sound statistically
and in terms of experimental design considerations, it is not always clear
whether a significant difference fouﬁd-with the model should be attributed
to a treatment effect or to some other influence such as a naturally

occuring curvilinear regression of post— on pretest scores.

As included in the reporting system, the Model incorporatés two
different evaluation designs, the Regression-discontinuity design and the
Regression Projection design; If the results from the two analytic ap-
proaches are in agreement, the attribution of a significant finding to a
treatment effect appears to be clearly justified. The main problem seems
to arise where the Regression Projection design produces a significaﬁt
finding while the Regression-discontinuity design does not. While this
pattern of relationships would be predicted under certain circumstances
including, most notably, a project in which the amount of special help
given to individual pupils was proportional to their educati;nal need,
even under these circumstances the plausibility of possible alternate

explanations could not be ignored.

Where this kind of ambiguity exists, judgments will have to be
made as to whether or not observed effects should be attributed to project -
impact. This is a complex technical judgment for which some guidelines
can be provided but for which it will not be possible to establish non-
controversial decision criteria. Unfortunately, it is not clear that
tﬁose individuals who will be called upon to make the judgments will have
the technical expertise required to interpret the available evidence cor-
rectly or a sufficient degree of scientific detachmént’to choose an
alternative explanation if attributing observed effects to project in-

fluences would place their district or state in a more favorable light.
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Despite theee deficiencies, Model C represents the only viab1e V

technique for conducting evaluations with criterion- or objectives-referenced

e e e e e e ey s et 2

" tests when a control group is not available.. Details regarding the Model

Nt \

and associated implementation procedures are contained in Horst, Tallmadge, ’ Ty

and Wood (1975). It should be pointed out here, however, that the design . . \1
serves as itsﬁhwn needs assessment procedure in that all pupils scoring : ui
below some selected level on a pretest are assigned to the treatment group
while pupils above that level are not assigned to the treatment and serve,

in effect, as a comparison' group. .

As pointed out earlier,'one major objective for the overall evalu-
ation and reporting system was that of enabling the aggregation of data
across schools within districts, across school districts within states,
and across states within the nation. At the same time, there was a strong
desire to provide as much flexibility as possible by allowing local agencies

to make their own choices as to which evaluation models and which test

-~

t

. instruments they felt were most appropriate for their particular contexts.

e

During Phase III, then, efforts were made to develop strategies for enabling

both of these objectives to be met.

' The problem of aggregating data across models existed only in the
area of impact data since it was planned from the beginning that standard
formats would be used for reporting participation, Tresource allocation,
and other input and process information. Even in the impact area, the

" problem was not difficult except for the issue‘of combining data across
test instruments. Aggregation across models was straightforward since
41l three were based on the single underlying construct that the impact
of a Titde I program is determined by subtracting an estimate of how well

the students would have performed had they not participated in the program
from a measure of how well they performed after participation. In other

words, the "treatment effect" measured by all models is equal to the -

observed post—treatment performance minus the estimated no-treatment

performance. ) - C e
. ° 7/

The three evaluation models differ from one another only in terms

of the manner in which they generate the estimate of no~treatment performance
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levels. This methodological difference enables the generation of meaningful
estimates under a wider variety of conditions than would be possible with
any single model or any combination of two models. It does not, however,
| produce different kinds of estimates and, if it were possible to find a

single set of circumstances in which all three models could be employed

& simultaneously, they would all be expected to yield the same estimate of
the no-treatment performance level. It is this equivalence of outcomes
which enablés the simple aggregation of data aéross_models without any

need to consider the specific methodological steps each model entails.

Data can be aggregated across models through simple addition if
the same test instrument has been used in all cases.\ The aggregation of
data from different tests requires additional assumptions and, usually,

some statistical adjustment.

The assumptions which underlie the aggregation of data from dif-
ferent tests relate to.the content coverage of the tests. Clearly, if
test data are to be, aggregated, the tests must measure at least approximately

" the same variable or set of variables. There 1s ample evidence from the

- Anchor Test Study (Loret, Seder, Bianchini, and Vale; 1974) that the most
~ widely used standardized réading achievement tests meet this requirement--—

at least for grades four, five, and six. It is probably safe to assume
that other standa;@iié&;reading tests also "qualify" since visual inspec-

“tion of their conteht réveafs a. high dégree of similarity.

¢ There are aiso.déga“tdnsuggest that at least one criteribn—feferenced
reading test, the Prescriétive Readihg Inventory, also correlates suffi-
ciently highly with stadaar&;zed‘reading achievement tests so that aggregation
presents no problem. This gést, in fact,lwas found to correlate as highly
with the California Achievemé@t Test (one of the instruments included in
the Anchor Test Sﬁudy) as alternate forms of the CAT correlated with one
another (Roudabush, 1975).

It certéinly cannot be expected that all reading tests will inter-
correlate as highly as those mentioned above. Thé correlation between &
standardized reading achievement test and a criterion-referenced instrument
covering a restricted number of objectives or that between two criterion- .

referenced tests encompassing difrirent objectives will most probably be
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significantly lower. Even under these circumstances, however, - it does

not appear unreasonable to aggregate achievement data.

Basically, the assessment of instructional impact is a question

of measuring gains rather than status. It follows, then, that gains in

any subset of the skills which comprise feading ability will represent'

" an increase in overall ability to read. To use an analogy, it is likely

that changes in the circumference of subjects' waists may provide nearly

as sensitive an index of weight gain or loss as actual weighings. To the

extent that this sort of phenomenon holds true with respect to reading

.ability, it is not necessary to worry excessively about whether one is

measuring the universe of skills involved or a small sample which varies

in nearly direct propor;ionality. Assuming that this argument is sound,

the only problem which remains is that of converting whatever measures

are involved to a common metric before the aggfegation is made. A pro-

cedure for accompliéhing such a conversion is discussed below.

The procedure which was developed to express the results from the

three evaluation models and all test instruments in terms of a common

. metric was simply to express all gains in terms of standard deviationm

units referenced to national population statistics. To accomplish this

conversion, it is only necessary to subtract from the observed and/or

predicted posttest score the mean score for the national population of

the project group's grade-level peers and to divide the difference. by

the population standard deviation. The outcome(s) of these operatinns

will always be a score or scores reflecting distance above or below the

"national norm'" quantified in units of -the national standard deviation.

The metric developed in this way does provide a satisfactory

means for aggregating data which, before transformation, were non-com-

patible by virtue of reflecting different score distributions. While the

metric is suitable, however, it is somewhat unesthetic in that the majority

of obtained scores will be fractional and, in dealing with Title I pupils,

nearly all will be negative. T6 solve the first of these esthetic de-

ficiencies, it is only necessary to multiply the converted score by some

constant value. Solving the second requires adding to the product a




constant of sufficient size to assure that no negative scores can be

_obtained.

The choice of specific values for the Lwo constants is entirely
a matter of convenience. The values qhdsen weée 21 and 50; respectively,
because these values produced a scale with the same range (1 to 99) and
midpoint (50) as the percentile'scale. This feature was considered

desirable from the viewpoint of interpretability.'

Values on the developed scale were given the name Normal Curve
Equivalents and quickly became known as NCEs. Similarly, differences
between observed and expected posttest performance, when expressed in

terms of this metric, came to be called NCE gains.

When using standardized test instruments, the conversion of raw
or scale scores to NCEs does not typically require subtracting the national
mean from them and dividing the difference by the standard deviation.
Test publishers' norms tables may be used to translate scores into-per-
centiles and the percentiles can easily be translated into NCEs using

specially prepared conversion tables (see Appendix F).

When objectives— or criterion-referenced tests are used, percen—
tile conversion tables are most pfobably not available. This implies that
it is necessary to know both the mean and the standard deviation of a '
nationally representative sample of the treatment gfoup's grade level
peers. If these figures are not available as a result of some normative

data collection effort, they must be estimated.

Unfortunately, while it appears that good estimates can be made
of the national standard deviation (see below), there is no good way to
obtain a reliable estimate of the national mean. This situation precludes
the possibility of expressing pre- and posttest status in terms of NCE
scores. Simple algebra, howeﬁer, shows that the national mean "term"
‘drops out of the NCE gain formula, and that NCE gains scores are com-
buted simply by dividing the difference bétween observed and predicted
posttest performance by the standard deviation of the national distribu-

tion. Use of unnormed objectives- or criterion-referenced tests thus
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precludes the aggregation of pretest or posttest NCE status indicators
but does not preclude the aggregation of NCE-gains with data from norm—

referenced tests.

The following paragraphs describe the specific procedures re-
quired to obtain NCE scores and/or NCE gains for each of the proposed

evaluation models.

v In Model A, we are dealing with pretest and posttest scores on
standardized achievement tests. The mean standard pretest and posttest
scores for any group can be converted to their precentiles using data
in the test publisher's manual. The percentiles can then be converted
to NCEs through reference to the conversion téble.A By subtracting the
pretest NCE from the posttest NCE, an NCE gain is obtained. This gain
score is‘ekpressed in standard deviation units refiecting natiénally
'représentative normative data and thus is directly interpretable in
terms of whatever criterion of educational significance has been estab-

lished (e.g., one-third of a standard deviation or 7 NCEs.)

~

In Model Bl, the procedure is similar to that described for

Model A. 1In this case, however, the control group posttest mean standard
score is converted to a pefcentile and then to an NCE. It is then sub-
tracted from the treatment group NCE determined in the same way to yield

an NCE gain.

In Model B2, the gain is determined from criterion-~ or objectives-
referenced tests. Scores on these tests; of course, cannot be gonQerted
to percentiles with respect to a nationally representative sample. It is
possible, .however, to obtain an estimated NCE gain if scores are avail-
able for the treatment group pupils on some standardized achievement
test. (In our presentation of the model we have assumed that-a standard-~

ized test would be administered for needs assessment. purposes.)

The procedure for computing the estimated NCE gain is as follows.
The first step is to subtract the mean posttest score of the control
group from the mean posttest score of the treatment group. The difference

is then divided by the standard deviation of the combined treatment and
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control groups. At this point, the result of the computations is a gain
score expressed in standard deviétion units, but the standard deviation is
based on the restricted range of abilities of pupils in the treatment
group rather than on a mationally representative sample. To adjust the
score so that it estimates gain based on national norms, the procedure

is to multiply the 6Btained gain score by the ratio of the treatment
group's standard deviation on a standardiéed achievement test to the
national norm standard deviation on the same test. The score is then
multiplied by 21 to convert it to an NCE gain coﬁparable to those

derived form Models A and Bl.

As mentioned earlier, Model C involves the computation of two
vsepafate gain scores. One of these gain Scores represents the difference
betweén the observed posttest scores of the treatment group and post-
test scores estimated from the Regression Projection evaluation design.
The other>represents the difference between the intercepts of the treat-
ment group and comparison group regression'lines with the cutoff score
-as determingd from the Regression~discontinuity design. The procedures
for calculating these values are presented in Horst, Tallmadge, and

Wood (1975)%

If Model Cl is employed, the calculated values can be converted
to percentiles using the test publisher's norms tables. The percentiles
can then be converted to NCEs using the table included in Appendix F

and NCE gains can be calculated.

Model C2, like Model B2, reqdires obtaining scores of treatment
group pupils on a standardized achievement test as well as on the
criterion—- or objectives~referenced instrument used for pre- and post-
testing. The two sets of gain scores described in conjunction with
Model Cl are calculated using raw. scores. The gains are then divided by
the observéd, treatment-group posttest standard deviation. This figure
is then multiplied by the ratio of the treatment group standard deviation
to the national norm standard deviation on the standardized achievement
test as a Model B2. Finally, the result of the previous calculations is

multiplied by 21 to produce an NCE gain score comparable to those re-

148




sulting from the other models.

This report does not contain a detailedeescripti;n of any of the
three models. The evaluation designs around which the models are built
are described in Horst, Tallmadge, and Wood (1975) and that document is
being usgd as an interim measure until a specially prepared adaptation of
it can be developed. Data collection, analysis, and reporting forms have
been developed, however, along with instructions for their use. To
illustrate these materials, Model A forms through the LEA level are 'in-
cluded as Appendix G while Appendix H presents the corresponding in-
structions. The SEA forms, encompassing all models are contained in

Appendix I and the associated instructions in Appendix J.

]
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V. PHASE IV

u:‘ 2

Summary of Phase IV Tasks

The fourth'phase of the study involved the revision and further
. deyelopment‘of the prototype reporting system. In this phase, the
models. developed in Phase III were takeﬁ to nine State Education Agencies
so that SEA personnel could contribute their thoughts regarding additional
revisions to 0 _the—system and could advise RMC staff of difficulties they

migh;,face in 1mplement1ng such a system.

The nine SEAs selected JOlntly by RMC and the U. S. Office of Edu-
cationfwere Alabama, Arkansas; Delaware, Hawaii, Michigan, New York, North
- Dakota, Oregon, and Vermont. These states were chosen on the basis of geo-
graphic and demographic representation, state testing practices, strength
= _ of SEA leadership, quality of past State Reports, and the perceived re-
ceptiveness of the SEA toward the objectives of the study. Each SEA was
visited by two RMC staff members in late April or early May. During these
visits, which lasted approximately three days, RMC staff members discussed
: tha proposed models in detail Qith SEA personnel. SEA staff members were
asked to comment on the feasibility and expense of implementing one or
more of the models in their states, and notes were made of changes in the
models suggested by SEA staff: ‘The evaluation and reporting aystem was

positively received in most of the nine states.

After visitsAhad been made to all nine SEAs, a summary was prepared
of all the criticisms and suggested changes which had come from the SEAs.
This summary was presented to the Advisory Panel in a fourth meeting of
that group; Each criticism or suggested revision was discussed by the”ﬁ
Panel .and by representatives from RMC and OE until a concensus was reached
on how best to deal with it. The most significant change which resulted
from the meeting was that of switching the lowesE/;gvei of analysis and
reporting from project to sehool building, By "project'", the RMC developers
had meant a single, 1dent1f1able, 1nstructiona1 treatment. It was clear,
however, in talking to SEA personnel that this term had several other

connotations and would be quite confusing. Furthermore, several advisors
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felt that even where a district-wide Title I effoft was labeled a single
instructional treatment, implementation differences from school to school
might be so large that aggregating data across schools would obscure edu-

cationally significant relationships.

Other significant changes related to the content of the data report-
ing forms for Parent Advisory Councils and Personnel and Training. Many
minor changes were made in the layout of forms and the wording of instruc-

tions to reduce confusion in analysis and reporting processes.

After all changes had been made, the revised forms and instructions
were mailed to the nine SEAs which had been visited for further review.
Any recommendations received from these SEAs will be taken into account

when the next revision of the models is made.

Selection of State Departments of Education to be Visited

In selecting the nine State Departments of Education which were to
receive visits from RMC‘staff members, several criteria were employed.
First, geogfaphic and demographic characteristics were considered so that
the selected SEAs would represent nine of the ten U. §. Office of Education
Regions and so‘thatfthey would represent both urban and rural states as
well as a range of SEA sizes. Othgr factors which entered into the selection
are described in the following paragraphs. During this process, records
of the telephone interviews with State Title I Coordinato;s and Evaluators
were consulted, as were the critical summaries of the State Title I Annual

Evaluation Reports and the ratings given those reports.

It seémed reasonable to expect that current testing practices in
the states would bg related to the reception that the evaluation and re-
porting models wBuld receive. In the telephone interviews, most inter-
viewees were asked several questions about tests used for Title I evalua-
tion in their states. The responses indicated that while standardized
achieévement tests are heavily or exclusively used in most states, several
states are making extensive use of objectives- or criterion—reférenced tests,
and/it was desirable to ensure that at least one state of thevnine be com-
mitted to objectives- or criterion-referenced testing. The states also were

sélected to cover the range of situations with regard to state testing
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programs, and with regard to the SEAs' expressed willingness to move to-

ward standardizing LEA evaluation practices.

The strength of SEA leadership also appeared to be an important
factor iﬁ implementation of the reporting system, and an effort was made
to include a variety of SEA-LEA relationships in the nine-state sample.
Specific consideragioﬁs related to this issue were whether state evalua-
tions were done internally or by an outside agency, whether the SEA in-
cluded a large plannihg and evaluation group, whether the SEA provided
guidance to LEAs on issues such as needs assessment procedures, whether
the SEA used a standard format for LEA applications and reports, and

whether the SEA had computer facilities available for analyzing data.

The quality of past reports was also a consideration, and this was
primarily judged using the ratings given to the reports on the Cognitiﬁe
Benefit, Data Adequacy, and Policy Relevance Scales. The nine states

selected represented a reasonably wide range of scores on these scales.

The attitudes of the SEAs toward the objectives of the study, as
they were perceived by RMC staff during the telephone interviews, were
also taken into account. While it was important to present the report-
ing system to a number of different types of SEAs, it did not appear fruit-
ful to include in this first sample SEAs who were openly hQstile toward
objective evaluation or toward the purposes of the study. Therefore, all
nine SEAs selected for.visits were judged to be at least sufficiently
open and receptive so that their comments and suggestions would be con-

structive.

After consultation with Office of Education staff, the following
nine states were selected: Alabama, Arkansas, Deléware, Hawaii, Michigan,

New York, North Dakota, Oregon, and Vermont.
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Site Visits to the Selected Nine SEAs

Visits to the nine SEAs took place in late April and early May.
Each SEA was visited for approximately three days by one of three two-
person teams. At least one person at each SEA was familiar with the
objectives of the project before the site visits were made since, during
‘Phase IIT of the project, SEAs had received a written summary of the pro-
ject and the critical summaries of their states' reports. A representa-
tive of each SEA had also participated in a telephone interview with an
RMC staff member. However, no SEA staff ﬁember had been exposed to the

proposed reporting system prior to the visit.

The three teams conducted the site visits in similar fashions, al-
though the positions and numbers of persons with whom they met varied from
site to site. The teams usually began the discussion by summarizing the
work and objectives of the project and then discussing future work plan-
ned by OE for further development of the reporting system. The teams
then gave an overview of the reporting system, similar to that presented
in the preceding chapter under "The Models." This overview usually led
to a detailed explanation of NCEs as well as to a discussion of the system-
atic biases which are introduced into project evaluations by the use of
grade-equivalent scores. After these issues had been discussed, the re-

porting forms and instructions were introduced and explained in detail.

The project- (now building) and LEA-level forms and instructions for
Model A were generally introducedbfirst, each individual form being pre-~
sented and discussed item by item. After the first set of forms had been.
discussed, other models were presented in detail only where they d.ffered
from the first model. The SEA forms for all the models were presented
last. After SEA personnel had an opportunity to critique the reporting
system and raise queétions, they then filled out some of the impact data
forms to simulate the reporting process involved in using three of the

models.

The data sets included reading achievement scores for Models A, B2,
and Cl. The data were organized so that SEA staff could proceed through

the reporting system, beginning at the project level,‘and ultimately com-
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expressed strong interest in using the reporting system and/or evaluation !

-models for state compensatory education programs or Title III programs.

plete portions of a sample State Report. Working through the data sets
required close attentioﬁ to the reporting instructions, and this experience
enabled SEA staff to identify portions of the instructions which were con-
fusing or misleading. The procesé also helped to clarify what would be
required of persons at each level who would be implementing the modeis

and filling out the forms.

The function of the persons at the SEA to whom these presentations
were made varied from site to site but usually included the State Title I
Coordinator and either the Title I Evaluator or a member of the state's
evaluation group. Other persons with whom the models were discussed at
one or more sites included members of the state's compensatory education
departﬁent, federal program directors, memberé of the state's evaluation
committee, outside consultants, and test publishers' local representatives.
In one state, the RMC team did not meet with any evaluators. In most
cases, a team would meet with one or two SEA staff members and present the
models to them. Additional staff members would then be introduced later
and the presentation would be repeated as many times and in as much detail

as necessary.

Discussions of the impact that implementation‘of the reporting system
would have on a site arose spontaneously as the models were presented, and ' ]
teams never found it necessary to ask directed questions of SEA persomnel.
At most sites, the models were positively received, although all sites had

a number of suggestions to make toward improving the models. Several sites : j

Several sites also indicated a desire to participate in the field test of

the reporting system.

As had been anticipated, the majority of the SEAs were exclusively
interested in Model A, the Norm-referenced Model. " The evaluation methods
used in this model are more similar to current practices than those used
in any of the other models, since Model A involves the use of norm-referenced
tests‘and does not require testing a control or comparison group. Model A

also requires only minimal calculations at all levels (means and weighted
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means.) A few SEAs also expressed an interest in Model C2 (the Special

Regression Model using criterion- or objectives-referenced tests.)

Although the SEA personnel appeared to be favorably impressed with
the proposed reporting system, the site visits revealed severa% problem.,
with the syétem as it was originally designed. These problems and their
solutions are described in the following section. The visits also made
apparent two difficulties with the reporting system which could not be
properly solved by revision of the models. The first of these difficul—
ties arose from the requirement that: a normfreferenced test be administered
only at times corresponding to real normative data points. This require-
ment haé a major impact on the implementation of Model A, a lesser impact

on Modéls Bl and Cl, and only a slight impact on Models B2 and C2.

Some of the inconveniences created by this limitation of testing
times had been expectéd. It was anticipated, for example, that most pro-
jects traditionally administered tests at times which were convenient for
practical rather than technical reasons and would be reluctant to make
major changes in either testing schedules or in their choice of tests.

One problem which had not been foreseen, however, was related to test scor-
ing services. SEA personnel in states where one or two tests were very
heavily used were certain that if all projects using one test were to
administer the test at the same time, the scoring service would be over-
loaded and many projects would not receive their test scores for several

months or longer. Discussions with test publishers reinforced this view.

Although this problem is a serious one, removing the stipulation that
testing times must correspond to rorming times would compromise the validity
of evaluation findings based on normative data'(Horst, Tallmadge, & Wood,
1975). One acceptable solution to the problem might be to make linear
extrapolations from the data points for each test extending several weeks
in each direction as suggested by Tallmadge and Horst (1974, p. 55) S0
that the test can be used at any point within that time interval. This

approach, however, requires further.inventigation before it can be advocated.

The second major problem related to the rejection of grade-equiva-
lent scores as a suitable metric for assessing educational treatment effects.

SEA personnel in several states éxpressed a willingness to move away from
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the use of grade-equivalent scores and indicated that they anticipated no

great difficulties in doing so, however, others felt that grade—equivaleht

scoreS were necessary to communicate with parents and the public. They

were ékeptigal abuut’ﬁﬁgizc acceptaﬂ:; and understanding of percentiles or

NCEs. This issue also requires further investigation.

Most sites were willing' to make estimé%es of any additional resources-
they would need to implement the system. Although there was a wide range
with respect to the numbers of ne& personnel SEAs felt they would require
in order to implement-the éystem, in general the necessary personnel fell
into two.ﬁategories. First, some SEAs saw a.need for additional clerical
helﬁ in order to maintain records at the project (now building) level.
Second, some felt that implementation would initially greatly increase
the workload of SEA staff}responsible for oriepfing and training local
Title I personnel, and that additional professioﬁal_staff might be required.
Other SEAs felt that this second requirement would be réduced by partici—
pation in the field test (which would presumably mean that SEAs would re-
ceive some contractor ass%g;ance), or ?y a carefully phased implementat;on.
In the case of one SEA, the model reporting system .was much simpler than
the system currently in use; thus implementation of the system would not
require any increase in staffing in that state. Several SEAs expressed
strong interest in seeing computer programs developed which wo@ld organize
and analyze data in accordance with the models, bel}eving that such soft-

ware would substantially reduce the difficulties oﬁ implementing the system.
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Revision éf the Phase III Models
\‘\
Since the visits to nine SEAs had resulted in a number of suggestiohs |
for revision of the models and Qad revealed difficulties with the systém N
which might Be eliminated by revisions, a decision was made to meet with
OE representatives and with the project's Advisory Panel to discuss possible
changes in the models. Each criticism or suggestion made by an SEA was

brought before this group for discussion, 2#nd decisions were reached on

whether or not to change the models and what form the chdnge should take.

Most of the changes made in the reporting system involved the clari-
ficatioﬁ ofr ambiguous phrases, the addition of more detailed explanations
and worksheets to the instructions, and the rewriting’ of some portions of
the instructions to makeuthem more- explicit. Also several new questions
were added’ to the reporting forms in order to collect additional information
the Panel thought wouid be of interest. However, a few larger issues arose
on the site visits and the Advisory Panel devoted most of the meeting to

a consideration of these issues.

One difficulty with the reporting sysfem which became apparent dur-
ing the site visits was related to the use of the term "projéct." This
term, which was used to describe the first level of the_reporting system,
was defined in.,different wayé_by the different states which were visited.
S;nce dne primary objective of the reporting system was to provide for the
reporting of project-level information by the state, it was clear‘ihat‘the
definition of a "project" should be the same for all states, at least as
far as Title I reporting was concerned. For Lhe reporting system, a project
was described as a single, identifiable instructional treatment. However,
discussions with SEA personnel indicated that some states. had noAclearly
- delineated entities that corresponded to 'projects.'" For this reason,
the problem could not be solved by:the,addition of a definition of project,
nor by the use of some other term such as "activity," "component," or "pro-

gram."

. ’ : A, :
" The problem seemed to be that in some states, "project'" and "LEA" are '
considered identical in terms of applicatiocns for funding and evaluation

reports. At the same time, LEAs frequently provide more than one kind of
) S
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instructional treatment for Title I. The Advisory Panel decided that a
specific instructional treatment was most. likely to be found within a
single school building, and that the aggregation of impact data écfoss
buildings would tend to obscure the effects of the treatment. The ?anel
felt this was true even where several buildings were supposedly using

the same instructional treatment. Therefore, a decisioq:yas made to change
the lowest level of the reporting system from the project level to the

building 1lével.

.The second major problem which was considered by the Advisory Panel
was the objection, several states raised to the inclusion of information
on Parent Advisory Councils and Persdnnel and Training in the reporting .
system. Although some states felt that neither type of information was
appropriate in an evaluationﬂréport, objections seemed to focus on the
reporting forms related to Parent Advisory Councils. Several states felt
that the information they collected in their monitoring activities would
be more accurate than the information that would be reported by schools-
and districts. These states felt that each SEA should report on the re-
sults of its monitoring rather than simply aggregate possibly inaccurate -
reports from LEAs. On the other hand, the parent representaﬁives on the
Advisory Panel felt that the PAC reporting forms at each level served an
import§g§<§gﬁction and should be retained. The Panel eventually agreed

that no final decision should be made on these forms until all SEAs had

had an opportunity to give their opinions on the issue.

When all the necessary changes had been made in the forms and in-

structions, copies were sent to each of the nine SEAs which had been

visited so that SEA staff could make any additional comments on, or criti- -

cisms of, the reporting forms and instructions. -The suggestions they

"make will be taken into account when the reporting system undergoes its

next revision.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

‘The analyses of State Title I Arnual Evaluation Reports conducted
in the first two phaées of the study revealed that the variety of current
state reporting practices made aggregation of any data across all states
impossible. Although there were some reporting formats, notably in the
area of participation, which were quite commonly used and which presenﬁed
policy-relevant information, it seemed clear that only the standardization
of state reporting practices would make it possible to obtain an accurate
national picture of Title I. The model reporting system designed in the
lasﬁ two phases of this study-was intended to make minimal demands on state
and local personnel while providing policy-relevant information to deaision
makers in Wasﬁington. Based on reactions to théﬂreporting system thus far,
it is not unreasonable to expect that the system will be adopted by a

majority of states, even in the absence of a legislative mandate.

Information obtained during the study indicates.that the portion of
the system related to the collection and reporting of impact data may cause
problems in mény states. The difficulties stem from the fact that it is
possible to collect reliable and valid impact data only through strict
édherencé to sound educational measurement and evaluation design practices.
In the past, local Title I evaluators have unwittingly engaged in practices
which have compromised the results of their evaluations. Thus, the model
reporting system has necessarily included guidelines and_reqﬁirements for
conducting valid assessments of program impact. Among these requirements
are (a) norm-referenced tests must be administeréd at times for which the
publishers have real normative data points; (b) when objectives- or criterion-
referenced tests are employed, the evaluation design must make use of a
control or comparison group; ana {c) grade—eqhivalent scores cannot bq used
to measure project impact. Most local Title I evaluators will have to
change their evaluation procedures to meet these requirements, and making

these changes will cause them some inconvenience.

There are several ways in which difficulties related to the collec-
tion of valid impact data can be mitigated, and there are also a number of

questions related to this area of the system design which should be answered
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before the system can be considered complete. This stu&y was the first pért
>of a larger effort devoted to the design; field testing, and eventual im-
plementation of a Title I reporting system. Thus, while a number of issues
related to the reporting and evaluation system remain unresolved, and sev-
eral steps couldvbe taken to make the system easier to adopt, work has be-
gun under a new contract to address these problems. The areas in which

further work or investigation are needed will be described briefiy in this

cliapter.

The model reporting system Eurrently consists of sets of forms and
related instructions. Descriptions of the models and requirements for their ;
implementation have thus far been comhunicated orally to state and local j
personnel, but there is a clear need for a written document related to model |
selection and implementation. This document will enable state and local 1
personnel to choose the evaluation model most appropriate to their needs, {
and will then inform them of the steps necessary to implement the model at |
a time when they are able to make plané to meet all the model requirements.
As it is now conceived, this document will be quite similar to A practical

guide to measuring project impact on student achievement (Horst, Tallmadge,

& Wood, 1975) but will be-directly tied to the model reporting system.

The production of computer software for each of the models at all
levels will remove much of the computational and clerical burden from the
reporting sysfem and will make the system easier to use and thus more at-
tractive than data collection systems currently used by most states. Com-
puterizing the system will reduce péperwork at the LEA and SEA levels and .
will probably result in decreased errors, as well as ensuring that all data
in the reports will, in fact, be prbduced in a standard manner. Unfortunately,
it appears that -in the smaller or less;populated states, use of a computer ?
to store and analyze Title I data would not be cost effective, particularly |
at the LEA level. Thus, although several largg{istates strqngly reconmmend
the development of computer programs, this step will probatly not provide

most rural states an incentive to adopt the system.

The requirement that norm-referenced tests be administered only at
times for which real normative data are available makes the use of tests

having only one data point inconvehient, and in some instances, impossible.
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Such tests cannot be used for fall pretesting and spring posttesting ex-

cept at grades 4, 5, and 6 for tests included in the Anchor Test Study

(Loret, et at., 1974). Effort will be devoted to persuading test pub-
liéhers to produce two or more empirical data points for théir norm-
referenced tests. There is reason to believe that some test publishers

are now considering taking this step, and at least one publisher already
intends to produce a second data point. Of course, publishers' interest in
producing additional empirical data points will depend to some extent

on how many states plan to adopt the model reporting system.

Appropriate use of any norm-referenced test could be made easier
by the development of extrapolated norms tables where percentile values
would be read out as a function of the test score and the testing date.
These double—entryvtables would make it possible for local evaluators to
administer a test at any date over a several-month period without intro-
ducing systematic biases into the data. If such tables were made available
for the commonly used tests, Title I evaluétors could administef tests at
times more convenient for them than ﬁhe exact norming dates. Since these
administration times presumably would vary among the projects, the problem :
of overloading the scoring services would be somewhat reduced, and test
results would be.returned to the projects more quickly. If the test used
had more than one normative data point, and if projections were produced
for each data point, the test could be administered at any f a number of

times during the school year.

Model A permits the use of any test for which adequate norms are
available. However, no criteria have been developed for judging the ade-
quacy of.norms, nor has sufficient information been collected concerning
various standardized tests to permit a determination of which standardized
tests have norms appropriate for use in Model A. ~Additional information

must be collected from test publishers before this issue can be resolved.

Difficulties created by out-of-level testing cause serious problems
for Title I evaluators, since most Title I stqdents cannot appropriately
be tested using measures designed for their grade level. It seems clear

that below-level tests must be used to avoid floor effects, but the issue
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of out-of-level testing needs further investigation. Information is needed

onvvow to judge which level of a test to administer to a group of students

"and’ what tests have adequate between-level articulation so that they can

be used out of level. There is also a need to work with test publishers
to produce better norms tables so that it will be possible to convert raw

scores on an out-of~level test directly to within-level percentiles.

Model A is expected to be the most widely adopted model since the
other models require testing control or comparison groups and such testing
cannot presently be paid for by Title I funds. Hoﬁever, a question has
arisen about the effects of regression toward the mean on the posttest ex-
pectation used in Model A. 1In this model, the pretest percentile is used
as the posttest expectation under the assumption that without special treat-
ment a Title I student would maintain his position with respect to his peers.
However, work needs to be done in order to determine whether this assumption

should be tempered to take regression effects into account.

Although Model B is the most precise of the models, it is extremely
difficult to implement, since control groups for Title I studénts are not
normally available. The possibility remains that this model could be used
with a non—compgrable control group (e.g., low achieving students in a non-
Title I school), but further investigation is needed to determine how dif—‘
ferent the control group can be from the Title I group before the additional

precision of this model is lost.

Aside from these issues, further revision of the forms and instructions
will be necessary.as more state and local personnel have the opportunity to
make inputs into the system. Also, the system must eventually include
criteria for determining which individual building-level reports should
be included in the State Report to the Office of Education. As states
decide to implement the system, the documents will need to be tailored so
as to correspond to the particular needs of the state while maintaining their
usefulness at the national level. As revisions are made, they will incor-
porate any new information resulting from investigation of the issues dis-

cussed here.
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APPENDIX A

State Reports which were Analyzed

for the Years 1969-74




State Reports Analyzed

State '69 '70 '71 '72 '73 '74 State '69 '70 '71 '72 '73 '74
Alabama X X X X X X Nevada X X X X X
Alaska X X X X X | New Hampshire X X X
Arizona X X X X X X New Jersey X X X X X X
Arkansas X X X X X X New Mexico X X X X X
California X X X X X X New York X X
Colorado X X X X X X No. Carolina X X X X X
Connecticut X X X X X X No. Dakota X X X X X X
Delaware X X X X X | onio X X x X x x
D.C. X X X X X | Oklahoma X X X X X
Florida X X X X X X |Oregon XX X XX
Georgia X X X X X | Pennsylvania X X X X X
Hawaii X X X X X Rhode Island X X X X X
Idaho X X X X X X So. Carolina X X X X X X
Illinois X X X X So. Dakota X X X X X X
Indiana X X X X X Tennessee X X X X X
Iowa X X X X X Texas X x X X. X
Kansas X X X X X Utah X X X X
Kentucky X X X Vermont X X X X X X
Louisiana X X X X X Virginia X X X X X X
Maine X X X X X Washington X X X X X
Maryland X X . X X W. Virginia X X X X X
Massachusetts X X X X X Wisconsin X X X X X -
Michigan X X X X X Wyoming X X. X X X
Minnesota X X X X Am. Samoa X X X
Mississippi X X X X X X | B.I.A. x X X X
Missouri X X X X X X Guam X ~ X X
Montana X X X X X Puerto Rico X X X
Nebraska X X X X X X Trust Territory

Virgin Islands X
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STATE

YEAR

SCORE

e

_§CALE OF ADEQUACY AND VALIDITY OF REPORTED DATA Reviewer

COGNITIVE BENEFIT INFORMATION

’ 2.0

1.5

1.0

0.5

0.0

‘representative). . .

Cognitive data are ideally* presented for all or a representative (or .
random) sample of students served. ’

Cognitive data are ideally* presented for a probablj representative sample
of students (description of sample or sampling procedure is not adequate for
proof of representativeness).

Cognitive data are ideally* presented for a possibly biased sample of students

(description of sample or sampling procedure does not suggest that biases
exist; neither, however, is there any evidence to suggest that it is

Cognitive data are ideally* presented for a probably biased sample of-

‘students (description of sample or sampling procedure suggests that the sub-

groups in the population served are likely not to be represented proportion-
ately to their size. There is no evidence, however, that the sample was
selected so as to show the largest cognitive benefits).

No hard cognitive data are presented.

* Cognitive benefit data ideally presented means:

1.

Pre and posttest data or gain scores for treatment group,'or posttest data for
treatment and control group. (Deduct 0.3 if absent)

Measures describe distribution of scores (standard deviations, percentiles,
deciles) not just measures of central tendancy (mean, median, mode) -~ Deduct
0.2 for use of non-standard measures.

Tests administered and scored by independent evaluator. (Deduct 0.1 if done

by classroom teachers or other "involved'" personnel)

Presentation is based directly and solely on achievement test data.

(Deduct
0.3 for contaminated data) -

TARGET GROUP INFORMATION

Add to Cognitive Benefit score:

for total number
for breakdown of
for breakdown .of
for-breakdown of

" for ‘breakdown of

served
target
target
target
target

group by grade level

group by racé

group by urban-rural (or community size)
group by socioeconomic status

for any multidimensional breakdown
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IF COGNITIVE BENEFIT SCORE IS > 0.7
> :
AND
IF TARGET GROUP DATA ARE INTEGRATED WITH COGNITIVE DATA
THEN

DOUBLE TARGET GROUP SCORE

PROGRAM INFORMATION

Add to composite score:
for 1list of programs offered
for breakdown of number served by program
for breakdown of programs by grade level
for any multidimensional breakdown

IF COGNITIVE BENEFIT SCORE IS > 0.7

AND
IF PROGRAM DATA ARE INTEGRATED WITH COGNITIVE DATA

THEN

DOUBLE PROGRAM SCORE

COST INFORMATION

Add to composite score

or total or per-pupil costs

or breakdown of costs by program

or breakdown of costs by grade level
or

2 f
2 f
2 f
2 f any multidimensional breakdown

[N o NoNoel

IF COGNITIVE.BENEFIT SCORE IS 2 0.7
AND

IF COST DATA ARE INTEGRATED WITH COGNITIVE DATA
THEN

DOUBLE COST SCORE
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READABILITY SCALE

Total .
Possible ' : -

1 1. Abstract or Synopsis of Report. Report includes abstract or synopsis
at the beginning. : .

N

(1 point = Most of the major findings are briefly discussed; .5 points =
Some of the major findings are briefly discussed, or the types of '
information included in the report are described; O points = No ab-
stract is given.) :

1 2. Organization: There is a table of contents, and the report is organized
into sections which actually cover the materials listed in the table of

contents.

et e e e

1 3. Integration: Report includes either the general data across the entire
state or sumarizes information about smaller units such as LEAs, projects,

Oor programs.

2 4. Writing Style: Report is written in a clear and unambiguous manner.
""As a result, it tells exactly what you mean and reduces the chance
that readers will misunderstand [Shaffer, 1967]." The writing is not
excessively repetitious or convoluted.

(2 points = Most of the.report meets the above criteria; 1 point = Only
some parts of the report meet these criteria; O points = Most of the
report does not meet the above criteria.) '

2 5. Technical Presentation: Descriptions of methods and results are complete
and explicit. : A v

(2 points = Most of the descriptions have complete and explicit ex-
planations; 1 point = Most sections of the report present minimal ex-
planations; O points = Most sections of the report do not have complete
and explicit explanations.)

2 6. Tables and Figures: Text refers to specific tables and figures which
are close to the point where they are discussed. The tables are clearly
labeled and easily readable. The figures, including the coordinates, are
clearly labeled and easily readable.

(2 points = Most of the tables and figures fulfill the above criteria;
1 point = Some of the tables and figures meet the above criteria; ;
0 points = Most of the tables and figures do not meet these criteria.) :

1 7. Summary or Conclusion: Statements about the major points described in ;
the report are presented. ' ;

(1 point = The results are summarized. They are discussed or recom-
mendations are made; .5 points = The results are only summarized;
0 points = No results or discussion is presented.)

1 8. Copying: Materials are clear and easy‘to read.
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State Year Score Reviewer

SCALE OF POLICY RELEVANCE

Achievement Benefit Information

4 = Achievement test dataj pre, post, and gain by project and aggregated across
) state

3 = Data across state plus achievement data for exemplary progects or no state
data, but adequate project information

2 = Data across state, no project level information
1 = Inadequate statewide aggregation (anectodal information)
0 = No achievement data

Resource Allocation

3 = Project level breakdown of expenditure by service area and statewide aggregation

2 = Statewide breakdown of expenditure by service area, or sufficient project level
breakdown

1 = Inadequate statewide aggregation (anecdotal)
0 = No data on expenditures
°°Add 1 point for information on numbers eligible and numbers served.

Needs Assessment

4 = Project level descriptions of needs assessment procedures and results plus
statewide summary

H

3 = Project level descriptions of needs assessment procedures and results; no
statewide summary

2 = Statewide summary without project level description
1 = Inadequate statewide aggregation
0 = No needs aésessment data

Public/Non-public

2 = Breakdown of expenditures and number of participants by county plus statewide
aggregation

1 = Statewide breakdown

0 = No breakdown




Parent Advisory Councils .

2 =

School or district level descriptions of PAC membership composition, activities
and achievements plus statewide summary

Statewide summary
No information

Policy Issues

Add one-half point for each policy issue addressed beyond those mentioned up to
a maximum of four. Specify the issues addressed: '

Comparability

AInstructidnal time

Time of intervention

Integration with other federal and/or compensatory programs

Role of SEA

Late funding

Other

Other

Other

Other
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Appendix E

Letter Sent to State Title I Coordinators
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February-29, 1975

e .

Title I Coordinator

State Office Building

1 Main Street N

Harrisford, Calissippi (0001 . T . T

Dear Coordinator: ‘ ?-

Since 1 July 1974, RMC Research Corporation has been working under
contract with U:S.O.E.'s Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation
on a project concerned with improving the State ESEA Title I evaluation
and reporting system. In conjunction with this project, a member of our
staff will be contacting,you shortly to solicit your ideas on some of
the more important issues.

‘If you ‘attended one of the Regional Title I Coordinator meetings
held at Atlanta and Dallas at the end of September and San Francisco at
the beginning of October, you may have heard my brief presentation de-
scribing.our study. In case you did not hear the presentation, or to
refresh your memory if you did, I have appended a brief project summary.
The project, as I am sure you recognize, is intended to fulfill some of
the legislative mandates contained in the recently enacted Educational
Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 93-380).

During Phases I and II of our study we examined past Title I reports
from 1971, 72, and 73 in terms of their content, the adequacy of the data
they presented, their readability, and the extent to which they addressed
policy issues which are currently thought to be relevant to federal-level
decision making. We then wrote brief critical summaries of each report.
Copies of the summaries of reports from your state are also appended.

The ratings and critical summaries which we made of past reports
are not to be interpreted as evaluations of any state's performance since
fho guidelines were provided prior to report preparation indicating the
content and format desires of U.S.0.E. Instead of providing an index
of performance, our ratings and comments are useful only in:indicating
how far past reports have deviated from some probably unattainable and
not yet completely defined ideal.

During Phase III of our study we will be trying to identify realistic
objectives with respect to evaluation practices and reporting content
and format which will improve the comparability of reports across states
and enable the aggregation of data to provide a nation-wide picture of
Title I operatign and impact. In addition to working closely with our
Advisory Panel whose members represent state and local education agencies,




page two

the Council of Chief State School Officers, the National Advisory Council
on the Education of Disadvantaged Children; and parents of Title I children,
our plans call for telephone conversations with the Title I Coordinators
and/or their designates from each state. Our objectives in these tele-
phone discussions will be to solicit specific comments and suggestions

_relevant to the design of an improved Title I evaluation and reporting

system.

A member of our project staff will call you‘approximately two weeks
from the date of this letter. In addition to any general comments you
may wish to volunteer,; we will want to exp]ore the following issues with
you:

1. 1Is it feasible, and if so how large a burden would it place
on SEA's, to report Title I participation

a) in terms of unduplicated counts of children served
by grade level in public and nonpublic schools sepa-
rately for summer and regular school sessions, and
b) in terms of the number of children receiving each
type of program service by grade level in public and
nonpublic schools separately for summer and regular
school sessions?

2. 1Is it feasible, and if so how large a burden would it place
on SEA's, to report total state dollar allocations and
expenditures, including administrative funds with separate
accounting for carry-over funds; funds for handicapped,
delinquent, and migrant children; and parts B and C of ESEA
Title I7

3. 1Is there any reasonable way of separating expenditures
' according to public vs. nonpublic school participants?

4. Can total and per-pupil expenditures be broken down by type
of program service separately for summer and regular school
sessions?

5. Can expenditures be broken down according to standard
accounting categories?

6. Would it be feasible to impose standardized evaluation prac-
tices on LEA's for the assessment of achievement benefits
including the specification of acceptable standardized test
instruments and testing times? b

7. Would it be feasible to re€port test score data by grade level
by project--assuming only a minimum of information was desired
at the project level (such as mean pretest score, mean post-
test score, and the number of childrer. tested)?
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8. Would it be feasible to adopt standard needs assessment practices
, " state~wide and subsequently report on compliance with these pro-
- cedures at the project level?

9. Would it be feasible to adopt standard practices with respect
to the composition, terms of office, and activities of parent
advisory panels and subsequently report on compliance with
these practices at the project level?

page three ' ‘ _

. 1
Another concern of ours relates to the use of grade-equivalent |
scores and norm-referenced evaluation models for assessing cognitive }
achievement benefits. These issues are complex and cannot be adequately l
discussed here or by telephone. You should recently have received, how- ‘
ever, a report entitled Measuring Achievement Gains in Educational Projects
authored by Horst, Tallmadge, and Wood. This report deals extensively
with the problems associated with grade-equivalent scores and norm-refer-
enced evaluation models (see especially Hazards 1 and 3, pages 9 and 13).
If you have time to read some of this material, we would very much like
to obtain your reactions. .

I apologize for the fact that we are asking for so much of your time.
Without your help, however, we can have no hope of designing a reporting
system which both is workable and meets the information needs of educa-
tional policy makers at the federal level. We will be very grateful for
whatever time you can devote to thinking about the issues I have described
N and communicating your thoughts to us.

Sincerely yours,

G. Kasten Tallmadge, Director
Learning Systems Group

GKT:1lc
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%Zile to Normal Curve Equivalent Conversion Table

Zile NCE Zile NCE C Zile NCE
1 1 36 42 . 71 62
2 7 .37 43 72 62 ~
3 10 38 A 73 63 i
4 13 39 4t ‘ I 64 . | -
5 15 40 45 75 64 5
6 17 41 45 -~ 76 65
7 19 42 46 ; 77 66
8 20 43 46 78 66
9 22 44 47 79 67
10 23 45 47 80 68
11 24 46 48 81 " 68 i
12 25 47 48 . 82 69 ;
13 26 48 49 83 70
14 27 _ 49 49 - 84 71
15 28 50 50 85 72
16 29 ‘ 51 51 : 86 73
17 30 | 52 51 } 87 - 74
18 31 : 53 52 88 75
19 32 54 52 89 76
20 32 55 53 90 77
21 33 56 53 91 78
22 34 57 54 92 80
23 34 58 54 93 81
24 35 59 5 94 83
25 36 60 5 95 85
26 36 61 56 " 96 87
27 37 62 56 97 90
28 38 63 57 98 93
29 - 38 : 64 58 99 99
30 39 , 65 58
31 40 66 59
32 40 67 59 ;
33 41 68 60 |
34 41 69 60 : : |
35 42 } 70 61 ?
: 178 . . .
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Appendix G

Model A Reporting Forms




page 1 of

GENERAL INFORMATION

LEA Name or Number

Building Name or Number

0O Regular school year
O Summer .
O Yearlong

Hours of student project exposure per week

Total weeks of project duration

"Instructor:pupil ratio :

Total project cost

Title I funds Other supplementary funds

PARTICIPATION

. Number of Children
Grade Levels (Unduplicated Count)
Served Public Nonpublic Total

Pre K

wo~NounsSWwWNDHER

Number of Children Served .
Program Components (Duplicated Count)

Reading/Lang. Arts/Communication
Math

Other Academic

Affective

Support Services

180
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PERSONNEL AND TRAINING _ . page 2 of

Building Name or Number

Number and Type of Personnel Employed in the Project
Type of Personnel Number (Full Time -Equivalent)

Instructional
Teachers
Instructional Aides or Assistants
Reading Specialists
Mathematics Specialists
Directors or Coordinators
Resource Personnel

Other Instructional Personnel
(specify)

Supportive
Counselors or Psychologists

Other Sdpportive Personnel
(specify)

Does the Title I project have preservice.and/or inservice training sessions
for either teachers or aides? Yes No

Check'the Topics Covered during Training

>
[
=%
o
®

Tgﬁic v Teachers

Orientation to Title I project
Project Planning and Design

Subject Matter Areas (Reading,
Math, Language Development, etc.)

Use and Duties of Teacher Aides

Use of Supportive Services
(Counseling, Medical, etc.)

Dissemination of Research Results
Evaluation Design
Other

oo 0o oa
OOood 0o O

Check the Range of Days of Training Received by Teachers and by Aides
Days Teacher Training Aide Training

Fewer than 1
1- 2
3-5
6-10

More than 10

oot
oot
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BUILDING LEVEL PARENT ADVISORY COUNCILS

LEA Name or Number
[] Building Level PAC

Building Name or Number
[] District Level PAC

District Name or Number

How many members are there on the PAC?

How many members are parents of children who are enrolled in Title I

programs?

Check each activity in which the PAC participated.

E] Used needs assessment information to make recommendations about
the most pressing needs which should be concentrated upon by
Title I programs.

[] Reviewed periodic progress reports.,
E] Reviewed evaluations of current and previous Title I projects. \\\\\\J/A
[] Informed and consulted parents'about Title I services. :

[] Advised the LEA about the Title I application.

20U |
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page of
A

Building Name or Numher
Grade
ACHIEVEMENT DATA

0O Reading
0O Mathematics

Name of Pretest-
Level Form - Date Make-up Date ) -
mo/day/yr mo/day/yr

Norms used

Name of Posttest
Level "Form Date Make-up Date
’ mo/day/yr mo/day/yr

Norms used

Raw Score Standard Score
Name or ID Number Pre Post Pre Post

WO (00 |~ O ([ [ | (N[

=
o

—
—

=
N

=
w

=
R

=
19,

=
=)}

=
~

=
[0 2]

=
O

20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
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IMPACT DATA

Building Name cr Number

page of

Grade

Name of Pretest

Level Form

‘Norms used

Name of Posttest

Level Form

Norms used

A
READING
Date Make-up Date
mo/day/yr . mo/day/yr
Date Make-up Date _
mo/day/yr mo/day/yr

What percent of the project occurred between the pretest and the posttest?

Number of children served in this grade level in reading
Number with both pre- and posttest scores '

Standard score means: Pretest

Percentile equivalents: Pretest

Posttest
Posttest

If number of children with pre- and postitest scores is different from number
of children served, please explain. :

MATHEMATICS

Grade

Name of Pretest

Level Form Date Make-up Date
mo/day/yr mo/day/yr

Norms used

Name of Posttest

N Level Form Date Make-up Date

mo/day/yr mo/day/yr

Norms used

What percent of the project occurred between the pretest and the posttest?
Number of children served in this grade level in mathematics
Number with both pre- and posttest scores

Standard score means: Pretest

Percentile equivalents: Pretest

Posttest
Posttest

If number of children with pre- and posttest scores is different from number
of children served, please explain.
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page of

GENERAL INFORMATION

LEA Name or Number
Number of buildings with Title I projects in LEA

COST
Total Cost (for all projects in LEA)
Title I Cost _ Other

PARTICIPATION (for all projects in LEA)

, Number of Children
Grade Levels . (Unduplicated Count) , .ot
Served Public Nonpublic Total

Pre K

o~ ESwWwNEFER

Number of Children Served
Program Components (Duplicated Count)

Reading/Lang. Arts/Communication
Math

Other Academic

Affective

Support Services

EVALUATION
Number of buildings submitting achievement test data

If number of buildings reporting achievement test data is different from the
total number of Title I buildings in LEA, please explain.

Number of buildings using each evaluation model:

Model A Model Bl Model B2 Model Cl Model C2
200
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DISTRICT LEVEL PARENT ADVISORY COUNCILS

LEA Name or Number -

Building Level PAC

Building Name or Number

D District Level PAC

District Name or Number

How many members are there on the PAC?

How many members are parents of children who are enrolled in Title I

programs?

Check each activity in which the PAC participated.

-[:]Used needs assessment information to make recommdations about
the most pressing needs which should be concentrated upon by
Title I programs.

[:]Reviewed periodic progress reports.

[:] Reviewed evaluations of current and previous Title I projects.

[:] Informed and consulted parents about Title I services.

[:] Advised the LEA about the TitleyI application.
N

20 4%
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PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL INFORMATION : page . of -

"LEA Name or’ Number

Number of Title I participating buildings in the LEA
Number of building-level PACs

’y

If there is a difference between the number of buildings and the number of
building-level PACs, please explain:

Does your LEA have a district-wide PAC?
Yes No

r

If no, please explain:

Number of PACs (including district~level PACs) that have a majority of
members who are parents -of Title I children

<

Give _the total number of PACs which engaged in the following activities'“

Number

Used needs assessment information to make recommendations about
the most pressing needs which should be concentrated upon by
Title I programs.

Reviewed periodic progress reports.
Reviewed evaluations of current and previous Title I prOJects.
Informed and consulted parents about Title I services,

Advised the LEA about the Title I applicacion.

had

Place a check mark before each type of information and/or assistance furnished
to the PACs by the LEA: .

~

Copies of the Title I Act, Federal and»State régulations and guidelines.
Copies of the LEA's current application. '

Progress reports of Title I projects.

Orientation and training materials.

Plans for future Title I projects.

Needs assessment data from Title I projects.

Evaluation results of prior Title I projects.

Procedures ‘for promptly responding to complaints and suggestions from
parents.

O oobOoogan

Funds provided to promote PAC activities.
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PERSONNEL AND TRAINING . page of
LEA Name or Number .
- ‘ Number and Type of Personnél Employed in All Projects _\\
Type of Personnel . ' Number (Full Time Equiﬁalent)
Instructional o |
Teaéhers

Instructional Aides or Assistants
Reading Specialists

Mathematics Specialists
Directors or Coordinators
Resource Personnel

Other Instructional Personnel
(specify)

Supportive v vz
Counselors or Psychologists

" Other Supportive Personnel
(specify)

Number of Buildings whose Personnel Received Training in Specified Topics

Teachers Aides
Topic ’ (Number of Buildings) (Number of Buildings)

Orientation to Title I Project

Project Planning and Design

Subject Matter Areas (Reading, -
Math, Language Development, etc.)

Use and Duties of Teacher Aides

Use’ of Supportive Services
(Counseling, Medical, etc.) -

Dissemination of Research Results
Evaluation Design
Other

Number of Buildings whose Personnel Received Training within SpecifiedARanges
of Days : ' .

Teacher Training Aide Training
Days (Number of Buildings) (Number of Buildings)

Fewer than 1

1- 2

3-5 _ .

6-10 : | |
More than 10 | \

200
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LEA Name or Number ‘
Building Name or Number : : i

O Regular school year . . %
0 summer
0 Yearlong

Hours of student project exposure per week

Total hours ber project

Instructor:pupil ratio :

Number of children served (unduplicated)

Total project cost

Cost per pupil
ACHIEVEMENT DATA | ' : | E
-0 Reéding ' :
‘O Mathematics

" Normal
Normal Curve Curve
Percentile Score Equivalent Equivalent
Grade N Pre Post Pre Post Gain

Pre K

~

0 N oy [ [ W |

~J
I
[0 ]

10 1.
11
12
9-12

20;;1
188

O ‘ . LEA Report Title I




Appendix H

Instructions for Model A Reporting Forms
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{ . Instructions for

Buildiﬁg Level Evaluation Report

T
torn

Orientation to the Reporting Forms

Each form to be filled out for the building has a form number cen—
tered at the bottom of the page. The form number will begin with an R
(for report) or a W (for worksheet). Forms with R—dpmbers are to be _
sent on to the LEA as part of the building report. - Forms with W-numbers
are provided for the convenience of building sfaf? and.will not normally
be sent to the LEA. Worksheets are shaded along the right margin so
that they can be easily separated from report forms. Form numbers in a

given model will not necessarlly be consecutive.

At the upper right of some forms, under the spaces for page

numbering, forms which are .specific to one evaluation model are identi-
fied according to model (A, Bl, B2, Cl, or C2). Forms which do not show
this identification are general to all models. These forms should be
completed for the bﬁglding even if none of the evaluation models apply

to the Title I project. (These general forms are R-1 and R-2.)

" General Information (Form R-1)

I8

Form R-1 should be filled out regardless of the methods used to
evaluate your project. The name or number of the LEA and the name and/or
nﬁmber of the building should appear on the first two lines. The time

of year during which the project is conducted should be checked.

. The average number of hours that a child spends each week in
the project shculd be noted as well as the total number of weeks between

the project's beginning and end.

If the prOJect has teachers, aides, pupil's peers, or older
chlldren acting as 1nstructors, they should be counted as instructors
when calculating the instructor:pupil ratio. In general, anyone regard-
less of age or,training,'who functions in an instructional capacity
-should be counted as an instructor. In calculating the ratio, consider

only the time during which the student is actually participating in the
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project.

For example, if a project consists of an aide tutoring each -

child individually for 30 minutes ‘a day, the instructor:pupii ratio is

1:1 although the aide may tutor several.children each day.

All money spent on project children which is above and beyond

the per-pupil expenditure for the regular school program should be in-

cluded in computiﬁg the total project cost for the building.

Title I

monies and funds from any other source such as State Compensatory Educa-

tion programs which are used to support the project should be included.

The total should include the salaries of all full time project personnel,

the appropriate proportions of the salaries of part—time personnel, the

fixed costs associated with these salaries, supplies and materials, and

the pro rata share of capital equipment costs based on useful life

expectancies. . In the blanks provided on the form, enter the amount of -

project costs which is paid by Title I, and the amouht which is paid‘for

out of other supplementary funds.

Participation

and nonpublic school children served at each gréde level.

////////j

An unduplicated count should be made of the number of public
Each child

in the project is counted only once.

If the project includes children

~in an ungraded classification, use the following table to assign the

child a grade classification on the basis of his age for the purposes

of this report.

Age-to-Grade Conversion Table
Age <5.0  5-5.11 6-6.11 7-7.11 8-8.11 9-9.11 | 10-10.11
Grade Pre K K 1 2 3 4 5
Age 11-11.11 | 12-12.11| 13-13.11 |14=-14.11| 15-15.11 | 16-16.11| 17-17.11
Grade. 6 7 8" 9, 10 11 12

each program area.

Building

Provide a duplicated count of the number of children served in

4

In this case a childbhay be counted once for each
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program area in which he participates. For example, if a child receives

instruction in both Reading and Mathematics he is counted twice, once

Personnel and Training (Form R—Z)

under each program component. ‘ 1
i

-
R

1

Form R-2 should be completed regardless of the methods dsed to ;
evaluate the project. Enter the name or number of the building on the i
top line of the form. Then indicate the number of salaried persons of i
each Eype employed by the project in terms of full-time equivalents. 5

For instance, two half-time aides would appear on this form ‘as one aide.

Mark the appropriate answer to the first question in the middle
N section of the form. Then mark the topics covered during training for
teachers and or aides, marking as many topics as apply. For days of

training, a range should be checked for both teachers and aides if both

"received training as part of the Title I project.

Achievement Dé;a ‘(Forms W-1 and R-3)

A worksheet for recording achievement tést scores (Form W-1) ;
has been provided. A set of these worksheets should be filled out for
project participants in each grade level for Reading and/or Mathematics.
The reading test scores for a grade level will be recorded od one set
of sheets and the mathematics test scores fdr that grade level on a

second set of sheets. _

Write the name or number of thé building at the top of the
worksheet; Because more than one page may be required to record the - _ -
scores of all participants in a grade, the grade level group shodld be
clearly identified at the top of each page. This will simplify identi-
fying a particular subset of data when it becomes part of a larger set.

Then check whether the scores represent reading or mathematics data.
The complete name of the pretest and posttest must be‘listed as well as
the level and form of the tests and the norms used in scoring the test.

Testing dates and make-up dates are critical in norm-referenced evaluation

and should be carefully recorded. Make-up tests should be.administered

within two weeks of the original test.
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List all of the names of the students in the project or, if
preferred, list the identity number of each student in the far left

column.

BN
Record the raw pretest scores in the appropriate column and \\\

look up the corresponding standard scores (scaled scores, converted N

scores, or expanded standard scores are other names for the same type
of score) using the test publisher's tables. Enter these scores in the
appropriate column. After the posttest is given, the same procedures

should be followed.

5 After testing is completed for the project, draw a line through
the\name of any child who does not have both pre- and posttest scores.
A brief explanation of the reason the score is missing should be noted

in the blank. His data will not be included in further computations.

The worksheets normally will be kept'at the building and will
not be sent on to the LEA. Information on achievement test °scores that
will be sent to the LEA is recorded on Forms R-3. One of these éheéts
should be filled out for each grade level that the project serves. The
building name or number, grade level, and test description information
should be transferred from the worksheet to Form R-3. Then fill in the
approximate‘percent of the project that occurred between the pre- and
posttest. The total number of children given Title I reading or math
instruction in each gfade level (this is not necessarily the same as

the number tested) should be reéorded in the appropriate spaces on each

form.

The number of children at each grade level having both pretest
and posttest scores should be counted from the worksheets and recorded
on the impact data form. Using the worksheet data, the‘avgrage standard
scére-on the pretest and posttest should be calculated for’eaéh grade
level for reading and/or mathematics, but only for those childrem with
both pre- and posttest scores. These means should be recorded on Form
R-3 in the appropriate blanks. The percentile equivalents of these
average standard scores should be found using the conversion tables in

the test publisher's manual. Record the pretest and posttest percentile.
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scores on the form. Do not convert each project child's standard score

to a percentile score and then averége the percentile scores to obtain

the project mean. Finally, any differences between the numbgr of children
having both pre- and posttest scores and the number of children given
instruction in the project should be listed for each grade level and
program area i.e., X(number) dropped out of the project, Y(number) were

absent for the pretest, etc.

Finally, place all forms to be sent to the LEA in order and

number them using the spaces provided in the top right corner.

Building - 195

o
(%)




=

Instructions for

LEA Evaluation Report

Orientation to the Reporting Forms

Each form to be filled out by the LEA has a form number centered
at the bottom of the page. The form number will begin with an R (for

report) or a W (for worksheet). Forms with W-numbers are provided for
the convenience of LEA staff and will not normally be sent to the SEA.
Sheets which are not to be sent on are shaded along the right margin se

: that they can be easily separated from report forms. Fofﬁgfgggﬁh are
received by the LEA from p:pjects,‘EEﬁgaig, or districts will also be.
identified by R-numbers. These forms will remain at the LEA. - (Form num-

bers in a given model will not'necessarily be consecutive.)

At the upper right of some forms, under the spaces for page num-

bering, forms which are specific to one evaluation model are identified

. according to model (A, Bl, B2, Cl, or C2). The forms are also color
coded according to model £o make sorting by model easier if this is neces-
sary. Forms which do not show a model identification at the upper right
are general for all models. These forms should be completed for all
projects in the LEA even if none of the evaluatiog models apply to the
projects. (These general forms are R-4, R-6, and R-7. Form R-5 is also
general to all models and should be completed by each Title I participating

school or district.)

If buildings in the LEA have used more than one reporting model,
the building forms which are specific to one model should be sorted by ;
model, and data from each building should be analyzed and reported by the i
LEA according to the instructions.-for that model. r

General Information (Form R-4)

The name of the LEA or thevLEA number should be entered on the first
. line of Form R-4. The number of buildings having Title I projects in the
LEA should be listed on the second line.
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The Title I costs, other costs, and total costs for each building

'should'be summed and recorded in the appropriate spaces under cost infor-

mation. These data can be summed from the building Forms R-1.

Participation

Using the Form R-1 sent in by each building, locate the number of
public and nonpublic school children served and the total number of chil-
dren served in each grade level'for each building. These data should be
summed across all bdildings in the LEA, and the Tesult should be recorded
to bfoduce a table showing an unduplicated c09nt of public, nonpublic, and

total participation by grade level for the éntire LEA.

The numbers of children participating in each program component in
each building in the LEA should be added together and recorded in the

second table.

Evaluation

The number of buildings reporting achievement test dapa should
be reported and compafed with ﬁhe total number of Title I buildings exist-
ing in the LEA. If these numbers are different, the reasons for the
discrepancy should be listed, i.e., X(number) buildingé conducted sub-
jective evaluations, Y(number) buildings were concerned with affective
areas oniy, etc. A breakdown of the number of buildings using each type
of evaluation model should also be reported. Model A is the Norm-
referenced Model which uses standardized achievement test data. Model
Bl is the Control Group Model (with or without covariance) using stan-
dardized achievement test dﬁta and Model B2 is the Control Group Model
(with or without covariance) using criterion- or‘objectives—referenged
tests. Model Cl is the Special Regression Model usingvstandardize&
achievement tegts and Model C2 is the Special Regression Model using
criterion- or objectives-referenced tests. Thus, the design used in
each evaluation report;can be classified according to tiie f01lowihg

'
table.
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Type of Design
Type of Data Norm-referenced Control Group Special Regression

Standardized .

Achievement Tests Model A ' Model Bl Model C1

Objectiveé— or :
Criterion- Model B2 Model C2
Referenced Tests

School or District Level Parent Advisory Councils (Form R-5)

‘'This form should be filled out for each Title I building and each
Title I district in the LEA. Fill in the LEA name or number at the tdp
of the form, then check the apprbpriate box (building or district) and enter
the identifying information in the corresponding blank. Then fill in the

requested information about the PAC in the spaces provided on the form.

e

Parent Advisory Council Information (Form R-6)

This form is a summary of éll information submitted to the LEA on
Forms R-5. Separate the Forms R-5 into two groups, one for buildings and
one for districts. Fill in the LEA name or number at the top of the form,
then enter the total number of buildings in the LEA that participate in
Title I. Then enter the number of building-level PACs in the LEA..(This infor-
mation can be found on the Formé R~5.) Any discrepancies between ;hese ‘

two numbers should be explained by building.

" The second section of the form is filled out in the same way,
using the Forms R-5 which were filled out by districts. If each district
does not have a PAC, an explanation should be given for each district

if there is more than one district in the LEA.

To fill out the last section of the form, combine the building
and district Forms R-5. Examine each form to determine whether or not a
majority of the PAC members in that building or district are parents of
Title I children, and keep a tally to show for how many PACs these

parents constitute a majority. Enter this total in the appropriate blank.
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Then count the number of buildings or districts that checked eéch bdx on
Form R-5 and enter each total number in the corresponding blank on Form
R-6. Then indicate the types of assistance the LEA gives local PACs by

checking the appropriate boxes at the bottom of the form.

Personnel and Training (Form R-7)

Fill in the name or number of the LEA at the top of the form. To
fill out the rest of the page, refer to all the Personnel and Training

forms submitted by buildings (Forms R-2). '

To complete the first part of the form, add the numbers entered by
projects in each blank and en{Cr the-sum in the corresponding blank on
Form R-7. It may be desirabie to check project entries under "Other
Personnel" to determine whether these persoﬁnel should be included in

one of the other categories present on the form.

For the next section of the form, count the numbér of checks
made by projects in each box on Form R-2 and enter the total in the
appropriate blank. Repeat this process for the last section of the form,

which relates to days of training.

Building Information (Form R-8)

A Form R-8 should be filled out for every Title I building in the 4
LEA. 1If a building's evaluation does not fit any of the reporting models,
all information except achievement data-should be provided. Fill in the
name or number of the LEA at the top of each sheet. From the Building
Report Form R-1, cdﬁy the buildingname or number, the session during
which the project operates, and the hours of project exposure per week.
To calculate the total hours per project, multiply the hours of exposure
per week by the total weeks of project duratiun (alsq found on Form R-1).
- The instructor:pupil ratio should be copied from Form R-1l. The unduplicated
total number of children served is found on the total line of the last
column under "Number of Children'" on Form R-1. This should represent an
unduplicated total of all the public and nonpublic school pupiis'at all

grade levels served in the building. Copy the project cost information

from Form R-1. To derive the project cost per pupil, diQide the total

project cost by the number of children served.
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The following procedures should be carried out for each building
reporting achievement data for reading and/or mathematics. If a building

reports both reading and mathematics data, fill out two forms.

Step 1. Transfer the average pre-— and posttest percentile scores for
each gradé from the Forms R-3 submitted by the building to the appropriate
columns on Form R-8. (Do not compute average percentile scores for grade

bands 7-8 and 9-12.) ‘ )

Step 2. Using the Normal—curve'Equivalent table included in Appendix C

look up each percentile score and find its norﬁal curve equivalent (NCE) .
Step 3. Record these NCEs in the appropriate columms.

Step 4. Compute a weighted average pretest and poéttest NCE for grades

7 and 8 and for grades 9-12. The weighted average is found by multiplying
the number of children tested in a grade by the NCE for that grade, '
summing these products, and then dividing that sum by the total number
tested in all grades involved. A worksheet for performing this computa-=

tion can be found in Appendix E.

Step 5. Subtract the pretest NCE from the posttest NCE at each grade
leﬁel to find the normal curve equivalent gain. Enter the gain in the

last column on the form.

Each building's achievement data should be reported in this format
using one or two forms for each building, depending on whether test scores

are reported for one or two subject areas.

Check the testing dates and make-up dates to be sure that make-up
tests were administered within two weeks of the original tests. Also
check to be sure that at least 807% of the project occurred between the
pretest and the posttest. If either of these conditions are not met,
include a note on the form to instruct the SEA that the data should not

. be included in a statewide aggregation.

Buildings with sizeable discrepancies between the number of children
tested and the‘number of children served should be examined carefully. The
explanations for the discrepancies provided on Form R-3 should be analyzed.

If the data sample appears not to be representative of the project or is
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probably systematically biased, a note shbuld be’iﬁéluded on the form
to instruct the SEA tpat that building data should not be included in _
the statewide aggregation. The factor to consider in detefmining'whe;her _ |
the data_sample'is biased is not only the ﬁumber-or percentage of students

missing from the data but also the extent to which the ‘children in the

data sample are representative of the group served. For instance, if

some students failed to take the posttest becausé:they graduated out of

the project after reaching a certain level of achievement, thé remaining

sample is systematicélly biased. The same wquld'be true if the sﬁudents

were repoved from the project because they did not appear to be benefiting

from if: If data are'present for more than'BSZ of the project participants,

the data can be considered representati¥e. If data are present for -be-

tween,7OZ:and 85% of the students, check the exﬁlanation for the discrep-

ancy to determine whether the sampie is biased. If data are available

for fewer than 70% of the students, the SEA should be instructed that the

- data are not suitable for aggregation.

When all the necessary forms have been completed, place all the
forms in order and number them using the spaces provided in the top right

hand corner of each page.

2
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Appendix T

SEA Reporting Forms
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GENERAL INFORMATION . - , page 1 of
)
State
Number of buildings with Title I projects operating in state
COST
Total Cost (for all projects in state)
Title I funds A ' Other
PARTICIPATION (for all projects in state)
Number of Cbildren
Grade Levels . (Unduplicated Count)
Served : Public Nonpublic . Tetal
Pre X ‘
K
1
2 o -
3 —————————————————
4
5
6
7
g
9
lo Ve
11 )
12

Number of Children Served .

>Program Coggpnents ; ' (Duplicated Count)
Reading/Lang. Arts/Communication

Math _ .
Other Academic . : 3 L
Affective : e

Support Services

EVALUATION

Number of Title I buildings reporting achievement test data

If number 6f,buildings reporting achievement test data is different from the
total number of Title I buildings operating in the state, please explain.

Number of bﬁildings reporting achievement data by:
Model A - Model Bl Model B2 Model Cl Model C2 -

221
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Parent Advisory Council Infdrmatipn - - ©  page _of

State
Number. of Title I funded buildings
~ Number of building-level PACs

If the numbertof PACs is'different from the number of buildings, please
explain:

Does each Title I participating district have a districp—level PAC?
Yes No

If no, please explain:

Total number of PACs (including district=level PACs) that have a majority
of members who are parents of Title/I/Eﬂildren

/‘

—

Total number ofoAﬁg/;£at engaged in the following activities:

Planned projects.

e Reviewed periodic progress reports.
Reviewed evaluations of current and previous Title I projects.
Informed and consulted parents about Title I services.
Advised the LEA about the Title I application.

- ) Total number of LEAs which provided each of the following types of informa-
tion and/or assistance to.their PACs:

Copies of the Title 1 Act, Federal and State regulations and
guidelines. _ :

Copies of the ﬁEA's current application.

Progress reports of Title I projects.

Orientation and training materials.

Plans for future Title I projects. _

Needs assessment data from Title I projects.

Evaluation results of prior TitleyI projects;

Prdcedures for responding to complaints and suggestions from
parents.

Funds provided to promote PAC activities.
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'PERSONNEL AND TRAINING - , page ~  of

Number and Type of Personnel Employed in Title I ?rojécts Statewide

Type of Personnel _ Number (Euli/fiangquivalent)
| Instructional t ' ////////’/
Teachers . » N
Instructional Q}QgS/foAssistants
Reaé}gg/SpéEI;iists

//////ﬁgghematics Specialists
Directors or Coordinators
Resource Pefsonnel
Other Instructional Personnel

Supportive
Counselors or Psychologists

Other Supportive Personnel

Number of Buildings whose Personnel Received Training in Specified Topics

Teachers Aides
Topic (Number of Buildings) (Number of Buildings)

Orientation to Title I Project
Project Planning and Design

Subject Matter Areas (Reading,
Math, Language Development, etc.)

Use and Duties of Teacher Aides

Use of Supportive Services
(Counseling, Medical, etc.)

Dissemination of Research Results
Evaluation Design
Other

Number of Buildings whose Personnel Received Training within Specified Ranges
of Days -

Teacher Training Aide Training
Days ~ (Number of Buildings) (Number of Buildings)

Fewer than 1 —_—— —/
1- 2 -
—_— ——
6-10 ' -

More'thaﬁ 10
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page of :

LEA Name' or Number

Buildirfg Name or Number

00 Regular school year
0 Summer
0 Yearlong

Hours of student project exposure per week

Total hours per project

Instrﬁctor:pupil ratio :

Number of children served (unduplicated)

Cost per pupil

Reading

Normal Curve | Normal Curve
Percentile Equivalent Equivalent
Grade N Pre Post Pre Post Gain
Pre K
K
1
2
3
4
s /
6
7-8
9-12
Total N = Weighted Average Gain
Normal Curve | Normal Curve
" A ‘ /// Percentile Equivalent Equivalent
7| Grade N Pre Post | Pre | Post Gain
T Pre K §
X ——
1 —t
2 1=
3 —
2 —
o 5 P
6 e
7-8 _ - .
P o-12 T | ‘
\ Total N = _ Weighted Average Gain
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page . of
Bl

LEA Name or Number

Building Name or Number

O Regular school year
0O summer
0 Yearlong

Hours of student project exposure per week

Total hours per project

Instructor:pupil ratio

Number of children served (unduplicated) ~

Cost per pupil

Reading
Normal Curve
- ' N Pretest Equivalent
B Grade T Percentile Gain
Pre K
K
1
2
-3
4 - s
5 .
6 sl
7-8 B
9-12 .-~
Total NT = .
Weighted Average Gain
Mathematics
Normal Curve - ' - -
N Pretest Equivalent - o
Grade T Percentile Gain L
Pre K g - o -
K ] -
1
2 B
3
4 .
5
6
7-8
9-12 -
Total NT =

Weighted Averagé Gain

220

207
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B2
LEA Name or Number
Building Name or Number - N
O Regular school year
O Summer
O Yearlong '
Hours of student project exposure per week 1
Total hours per project -"‘1
Instructor:pupil ratio : 1
Number of children served (unduplicated) j
‘Cost per pupil %
- Reading . ‘ . ?
T and C Normal Curve .-
N Standardized Test Equivalent .
Grade T Percentile Gain
Pre K
K
1
2
3
4
5
6
7-8
9-12
Total NT =
Weighted Average Gain
T Mathematics
: T and C Normal Curve
~ N Standardized Test Equivalent
Grade T Percentile Gain
Pre K
K
1
2
3 k)
4
3 5
7-8
9-12
Total NT = ‘
Weighted Average Gain
220 ;
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page of

i Weighted average gain (means)
Weighted average gain (intercepts)

—

227
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Cl
LEA Name or Number
Building Name or Number
O Reguiar school year -
O Summer ’
0 Yearlong
Hours of student project exposure per week
Total hours per project
Instructor:pupil ratio :
Number of children served (unduplicated)
Cost per pupil
Reading
N Pretest Normal Curve Equivalent Gains
Grade T Treatment Zile . Means Intercepts
Pre K
K
1
2
3
4
5.
6
7-8
. 9-12
- Total NT =
Weighted average gain (means)
Weighted average gain (intercepts)
Mathematics
N - Pretest Normal Curve Equivalent Gains
Grade T Treatment Zile Means Intercepts
Pre K
K
1
2
3 \
4
5 —
6
7-8
9-12
Total N, = '
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page of
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LEA Name or Number

Building Name or Number ) K

0 Regular school year
O summer |
00 Yearlong . , | g

Hours of student project exposure per week

Total hours per project ' .

Instructor:pupil ratio C

Number of children served (unduplicated)

Cost per pupil

Reading i

Normal Curve Equivalent Z

N Standardized Test Gains :
T Treatment Zile Means Intercepts

Weighted average gain (means)
Weighted average gain f{intercepts)

Mathematics

Normal Curve Equivalent
Standardized Test Gains
T Treatment Zile Means Interceépts

Weighted average gain (means)
Weighted average gain (intercepts)

228 ,
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i-“" : | | : page of

%

Statewide Reading Achievement Data for Regular
School Year and Yearlong Projects
as a Function of Grade Level
=

; v } Normal Curve
’ Equivalent
Grade N 2 Gain
Pre K
K
1
2
3
4
5
6
7-8
9-12

Statewide Mathematics Achievement Data for Regular
' School Year and Yearlong Projects
as a Function of Grade Level

Normal Curve
Equivalent
Grade N Gain
» Pre K '
K
. 1
2
3.
4
5
6
7-8
9-12
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Number of Buildings Reporting Reading Gains Within Specified
Ranges as a Function of Project Characteristics

Normal Curve Equivalent Gain Ranges

<0 0-1.4 |1.5-2.8 | 2.9-4.2 | 4.3-5.6|5.7-7.0 >7.0

Hours per week -

Ul Ol O

~N| LA bl
RN HO
o B 2T R

over

0.0
10.0

Total hours

0~ 30
31- 60
61- 90
91-120
121-150
151-180
181~-210
over 210

Cost per pupil ,

0- 99
100-199
200-299
300-399 - -
400~499 .
500-599 -
over 600

ol

Instructor:pupil
ratio

1:>20
0

o O

= = = |
i

ol Ul Lol Lol Ll Lo

ol el CRFSY OB
I

ol el el Ll el L

= o [ (L= N
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Number of Buildings Reporting Mathematics Gains within Specified
Ranges as a Function of Project Characteristics

Normal Curve Equivalent Gain Ranges

N . e

<0 | 0-1.4 |1.5-2.8:|2.9-4.2 |4.3-5.6 |5.7-7.0 >7.0

Hours per week .

Total hours

0- 30
31- 60
61- 90
91-120

121-150 ’ -
151-180
181-210
over 210

Cost per pupil

0- 99
100-199
200-299
300-399
400-499 :
500-599 4 4
over 600 o

Instructor:pupil
ratio

1:>20

1:10.1

T ]
]
o o L A i

olo

e
PN PN
HIN B =N
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- Instructions for

SEA Evaluation Report

‘General Information (Form R-19)

-

Enter the name of the State on the first line of Form R-19..,The
number of Title I buildings operating in the State should be listed on the
second line. This number is found by summing the numbet of Title I

buildings operating in the LEAs from Form R-4 of the LEA reports.

Cost

The total cost, Title I funds; and other funds used for all the
projects should each be summed across LEAs using the figures provided on
Forms R-4 in the LEA reports. These sums should be recorded under cost '

information on Form R-19.

Participation

The number of public and nonpublic school children served and.the

total number of children served in each grade level should be located on

Forms R-4 received from each LEA. Sum éach of these data elements across -

all LEAs in the State. ‘Record each sum on the SEA report Form R-19. The

table provides an unduplicated count of public, nonpublic and total par-

+ ticipation by grade level for the entire State.

The number of children participating in each program component in
each LEA should be added across the LEAs and recorded in thé second table.
These numbers represent a duplicated count of the total number of children

in the State receiving each type of program.

Evaluation

The total number of buildings reporting achievement test data should
be determined from the information in the LEA reports on Forms R-4 and re-
ported on Form R-19. This number should be compared with the tatal number
of Title I buildings in the state (on line 2, Form R-19). If these

figures are different, the reasons for the discrepancy should .be 1isted,'x
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i.e.; X (number) buildings were late reporting deta,fz_(numberj buildings
focused on affective areas, etc.  Primarily, this shoqu be a suﬁmary of

- the reasons given by the LEAs for not reporting data for all of their ’
buildings.

2 - :

A breakdown of .the number of buildings in the State using each type ;

of evaluation model should be reported at the bottom of Form R-19. This

information can be’ computed by summing the numbers provided in the LEA
evaluation reports on Forms R-8 under each model type. Model A is the
Norm-referenced Model which uses standardized achievement test data, Model : 'i
Bl is the Control Group Model (with or without covariance) using standard; ‘ i
ized achievement test data, Model’Bé is the Control Group Model (with or
without covariance) using objectives- or criterion—referenqed tests. Model
‘Cl is the Special Regression Model using standardized achievement tests and
Model C2 is the Speciel Regression Model using objectives=- or criterion-
referenced tests. The designs used in'each—evaluation report were classi-

i
1
1
1
|
fied by the LEA according to the following table. ' , i

Type of Design ' : . 75
Type of Data - Norm-referenced Control'Group Regression l
Standardized '
. , Achievement tests Model A Model Bl - Model C1

Objectives- or

Criterion- k Model B2 - Model C2
. Referenced Tests '

. Parent Advisory Council Information (Form R-20)

Using the information in the LEA reports on Forms R-6, snm the num—-
ber of Title I buildings operating in 411 the LEAs and sum the number of
building-level PACs. Record these numbers on Form R-20. Any discrepancy

between these numbers should be explained.

If every LEA indicated on Form R—6 that it had a district level
PAC, then check "Yes'" on Form R-20. If one or more LEAs indicated that

they did not have a district level PAC, check "No" on Form R-20 and explain
the reasons by district.

SEA




Compute the total number of PACs that have a majority of members ‘
who are parents of Title I children by summing the numbers provided on :
Forms R-6 in the LEA reports. Record tbis number in the abprppriate place
on Form R-20. ' | ’ ‘

Sum the number of PACs that engaged in each of the listed activi-
ties using the figures reported on Forms R=5. Record these numbers on
Form R-20. . ' - '

To fill out the last section of Form R-20, keep a tally of the

number of LEAs that indicated that they provided the types of informetion

or assistance listed. Enter the totals in the abp:pprihte blanks on
Form R-20. '

)

4

Personnel and Training (Form R-21) ¢

To-fill out Form R-21, refer to all the Personnel and Training

~ forms submitted by LEAs (Forms R-7). Sum the numbers entered on Forms

R-7 for numbers of each type of personnel, topics covered during training,
and days of training received. Enter these sums in the appropriate

places on Form R-21.

Building Information (Forms R-22, R-23, R-24, R-25, and R-26)

A building information sheet is filled out for.each Title I
building in the state. The information is recorded on one of five possible
forms; The proper form is determined by the type of evaluation model used
by the building. If a building submitted no achievement data, the summary
information should still be reported. If a building conducted a Model A
evaluation, fill out Form R-22; if Model Bl, use Form R-23; if Model B2,
use Form R-24; if Model Cl, use Form R-25; and if Model CZ, use Form R-26.
To simplify the transfer of information, the buiiding information forms

have been color coded. Each of the five eValqatidm models uses a form of

~a different color. The same color form that was used to report on the

building by the LEA should be used by the SEA. If a building reported no
achievement’'data, transfer the summary building*chafacteristics to an SEA

level form of the same color.
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Most of the necessary achievement data can be obtained from the

LEA reports and only summary calculations will have tovbe'computed at the
.state level. In general, the summary calculations will include: the
averaging of data across grade‘bands 7-8 and 9-12, the calculation of the
| total number of children tested in Reading énd/or Mathematics in a building,
the weighted average gain for the building in.Reading_and/or Mathematics,
|

|

and weighted average gains at each grade level across buildings in the

state. : i -~
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Model A Evaluation (Form R-22)

Begin with a building's Reading achievement data.

Step 1. Transfer the summary building charaéteristics from Form R-8 in

the LEA report to Form R-22. This-information should include the LEA and
building identifiers, whether it is a yearlong, summer, or regular schoél
year project? hours of project exposure per week,_total hours per>project,

instructor:pupil ratio, number of children served and cost per pupil.

Step 2. Transfer the impact data to Form R-22 for all'grades and grade
bands. This includes the Ns (from Column 1, Form R-8), pre and post
percentiles (from Columns 2 and 3, Form R-8), pre and post normal curve
equivalents (from Columns 4 and 5, Form R-8), and normél curve equivalent

gains (last column, Form Rr8) for each grade level.

Step 3. Determine the total N by summing the numbers in the N columm on

Form R-22 and record this number in the appropriate blank.

Step 4. Calculate a weighted average gain for the project in.Reading/
Mathematics, using the worksheet provided in Appendix E, and enter this

figure in the appropriate blank on Form R-22.

Step 5. Repeat Steps 2 through 4 for the building's Mathematics.data.

If the building has no Mathematics data, go to Step 6.

Step 6. Repeat Steps 2 through 5 for all buildings using a Model A

evaluation. .
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Model Bl Evéluation (Egrm R-23)

b4 .
Begin with a building's Reading data.
Step 1. Transfer the summary project characteristics from the top of

Form R-10 in the LEA report to Form R-23.

Step 2. For Pre K through grade 6, transfer the following achievement
information from Forms R-10 to R-23: NTS (from Column 1, Form R-10), the
treatment groups pretest percentile score (from Column 9, Form R-10), and

the normal curve equivalent gains (from the last colum, Form R-10).

'If no children were served in grades 7-12, skip to Step 6.

Step 3. For grade bands 7-8 and 9-12, calculate.NTs by summing the number
of children tested at each grade level for each grade within the band. Use

the numbers found in Colummn 1 of Form R-10. Record the NTS on Form R-17.

Step 4. For: grade bands-7—8 and 9-12, calculate a pretest percentile for

each band.

a. Using the worksheet in Appendix E, compute a weighted average
. pretest NCE for each grade band (using pretest NCEs from Column
15, Form R-10).
. b. Convert the weighted average pretest NCE to a percentile score

using Appendix D and record the peréentile on Form R-23.

Step 5. For grade bands 7-8 and 9-12, calculate a weighted average normal
curve equivalent gain for each band, using the instructions and worksheet

in Appendix E. The Ns and average NCEs are found in the first and last \

~7

- columns of Form R-10. Enter the weighted averages on Form R-23.

Step 6. Compute the Total NT by summing the %pmbers in the NT column on

Form R-23. Record it in the appropriate spacé.

Step 7.k Compute a weighted average normal curve equivalent gain for the .
project in Reading/Mathematics using the.wotksheet'provided in Appendix E,
and enter this figure in the’appropriatg space. o . ,Q

Step 8.' Repeat Steps 2 through 7 for the Mathematics data of the building.-

If the building has no Mathemafics data, go to Step 9.

Step §. Repeat Steps 2 through 8 for all buildings using a Model Bl evaluation.
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Model B2 Evaluation (Férm R-24) ' ' !

Begin with a building's Reading data.

Step 1. Transfer the summary project chgracteristics from the top of

Form R-12 of the LEA reports to Form R-24.

Step 2. Transfer the impact data from Form R-12 to Form R-24 for Pre K
through grade 6{ This includes the NTs (from Columm 1, Form,R—lZ); needs
assessment percentiles (from Column 4, Form R-12) and the NCE gains (from

the last eolumn; Form R-13).

If no children were served/iﬁﬂg;ades.7-12, skip to Step 6.

Step 3. For grade ba

of children t

agg/rec
/

Step 4. For grade bands 7-8 and 9-12, calculate a needs assessment percen-

7-8 and 9-12, calculate NT by summing the number
ed at each grade within the band (from Column 1, Form R-12)
ord them on Form R-24.

tile for each band.

a. Locate the treatment and control groups' needs assessment per-
centile for each grade level in the band (from Column 4, Form
R-12). ) T

b. Convert each percentile score to its normal curve equivalent ]
using Appendix C. "fn;

c. Using the worksheet in Appendix E, compure a weighted average ’ R

NCE for the grade band, using as N the sum of NT_and NC at )

each grade level (from Columns 1 and 2, Form R-12). ////,//*/’f//
\ ,

" d. Convert each NCE score to its percentile equivalent using///

Appendix D and record the numbers on Form R=24.

Step 5. For grade bands 7-8 and 9- 12, caleulate a weighted average normal
curve equivalent gain for each graae band Use the worksheet in Appendix
E, and record the number~1n the appropriate space on Form R-24. (N's can

, be found in Column 1 on Form R-12 and NCE gains in Column 5 of Form R-13.)

Step 6. Determine the total NT by summing the numbers in the NT column

on Form R-24 and record it.
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Step 7. _Compg;eja'ﬁéighted average NCE gdin for the building din Beading/

lMathgmatiEE; using the worksheetlin Appendix E. Enter this figure in the

“appropriate space.

Step 8.  Repeat Steps 2 through 7 fbr the Mathematics data.of the building.
If the building has no Mathematics data, go to Step 9.

Step 9. Repeat Steps 2‘through 8 for all buildings using a Model B2-.

o
evaluation.._  — 'w_,///'////

-\
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Model Cl1 Evaluation (Form R-25)
Begin with a building's Reading data.

Step 1. Transfer the summary projett characteristics from the top of

Form R-15 of the LEA report to Form R-25.

Step 2. Transfer the impact data from Form R-15 to Form R-25 for Pre K
through grade 6. This includes the NTS (from Column 1, Form R-15), the
pretest treatment bercentilesA(from Column .3, Form R-15) and the means

and intercepts (from the last two columns, Form R-15).
If no children were served in grades 7-12, skip to Step 6.

Step 3. For grade bands 7-8 and 9-12, calculate NTs by summing the number
of children tested at each grade within the band (from Column 1, Form R-15)

and record the numbers on Form R-25.

Step 4. For grade bands 7-8 and 9-12, calculate a pretest treatment per-

centile for‘each band.

a. Locate the pretest treatment percéntile for each grade level
in the band (from Column 3; Form R-15).

b. Convert each percentile score to its normal curve equivalent
using Appendix C.

c. Using the worksheet in Appendix E, compute a weighted average
pretest NCE for each grade band.

d. Convert each of these NCE scores to its percentile equivalent

using Appendix D and record the numbers on Form R-25.

Step 5. For grade bands 7-8 and 9-12, calculate weighted average normal
curve equivalent gains for the means and again for the intercepts for each
band, using the worksheet in Appendix E. The N's are found in Eolumn 1 of
Form R-15, the Gains (means) in Column 8, and the Gains (intercepts) from
the last column. Record the results in the appropriate spaces on Form

R-25.

Step 6. Determine the total NT by summing the humbers in the NT column on

Form R-25 and record this number on Form R-25.
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Step 7. Compute two weighted average NCE gains for the building in
Reading/Mathematics, using the worksheet in Appendix E. One NCE gain
will be based on the means and the other will be based on the intercepts.

Record the figures in‘ the appropriate spaces on Fofm R-25. -

Step 8. Repeat Steps 2 through 7 for the Mﬁtﬁematicsodata of tha;building.
If the building has no Mathematics data, go_to.Steép 9. ,

Step 9. Repeat Steps 2 through 8 for all /buildings using a Model C1 .

evaluation.
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Model C2 Evaluation (Form R-26)

Begin with a building's Reading data.

Step 1. Transfer the summary building.charactéris;ics from the top of
Egrm R-18 of the LEA reports to Form R-26. '

Step 2. Transfer the impact data from Form R-18 to Form R-26 for Pre K
through grade 6. This includes the NTS (from Column 1, Form R-18), the
standardized test treatment percentiles (from Column 2, Form R-18) and

the NCE mean and intercept gains (from the last two cqlumns on Form R-18).
If no children were served in grades 7-12, skip to Step 6.

Step 3. For grade bands 7-~8 and 9-12, calculate NT by summing the number
of children tested at each grade within the band (from Column 1, Form R-18)

and record the numbers on Form R-26.

Step 4. For grade bands 7~8 and 9-12, calculate a standardized test

treatment percentile for each band.

a. Locate the standardized test treatment percentile for each
grade level in the band (from Column 2, Form R—18).
b. Convert each percentile score to its normal curve equivaleht
using Appendix C.
! ¢c. Using Appendix E, compute a weightgd average NCE for the
grade band. o
d. Convert each NCE score to its percentile equivalent using

Appendix D and record the numbers on Form R-26.

Step 5. For grade bands 7-8 and 9-12, calculate weighted average normal
curve equivalent gains for the means and again for the iﬁtercépts for each
band, using‘the worksheet in Appendix E. The N's are found in Colummn 1
of Form R—ié; the Gains (means) in Column 3, and the Gains (intercepts) in

Column 4. Record the results in the appropriate spaces on Form R-26.

Step 6. Determine the total NT by summing the numbers in the NT column

on Form R-26 and record the sum in the appropriate place.

Step 7. Compute two weighted average NCE gains for the project in Reading/
Mathematics, using the worksheet in Appendix E. One NCE gain will be based

3
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E . on the means and the other will be based onAthe'intercepts.' Recqrd the

- numbers in the appropriate spaces on Form R-26.

Step 8. Repeat Steps 2 through 7 for the Mathematics data of the building.
If the building has no Mathematics data, go to Step 9.

Step 9. Repeat Steps 2 through 8 for all buildings using a Model C2

evaluation.
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Statewide Reading and Mathematics AchieVement Data (Form R-27)

The tables on Form R-27 are to summarize the achievement data for
regular school year and yearlong project only. Data from summer projects
are not to be included. The data that the LEAs have indicated as not ;
suitable for aggregation should not be imcluded.

‘Begin with all the building reports that included Reading data.

Step 1. Sum the number of children teste% at each grade level or grade

. band across all buildings. Enter these nupbers in the appropriate spaces
on the upper table. These figures will reéresent the number of children
tested at each grade level/band in the state.

Step 2. (Calculate a weighted average NCE gain for each grade level or
\. grade band, using the instructions and worksheet in Appendix E. Record

the numbers in the upper table on Form R-27.

<

Step 3. Repeat Steps 1l-and 2'for the buildings reporting Mathematics
data. Record this information in the lower table on Form R-27.

SEA




Relation betweén;prdject gains and other project characteristics (Forms
R-28 and R-29)

Each of the tables relating project impact tb other pfoject
characteristics, Forms R-28 and R-29, should be filled out using the pro-
cedure described below, The easiest method is to £fill out all the informa-
tion on each building at one time rather than completing one form or table
at a time. A running tally should be kept on a worksheeé and the final

results recorded on the tables provided.

Begin with the buildings that used Model A for evaluation (Form
R-22).

Step 1. Select one building's informatioh sheet.
Step 2. Locate its average weighted NCE gain in Reading.

Step 3. On the table on Form R-28, find the range of NCE gaiﬁs in which
that project's gain fits. This determines the column in which all successive
tallies will be marked.

Step 4. Locate the hours of exposure per week for the project and determine

the range in which it belongs on Form R-28.

Step 5. Find the cell in which the row and column intersect and place a
mark in that cell.

Steps 6 through 11. Repeat:Steps 4 and 5 for the total hours, cost per
pupil, and instructor:pupil ratio of that project.

Step 12. If the project had a Mathematics component, find the project's
average weighted NCE gain for math.

Steps 13 through 20. Mark the appropriate cells for hours per week, total

hours, cost per pupil, and instructor:pﬁpil ratio on Form R-29.

Step 21. Repeat Steps 1 through 20 for all buildings using Forms R-22, R-23,
R-24, R-25, and R-26. ‘

Step 22. Count fhe tallies per cell and'record.these numbers in the appro-
priate places on the final vérsion of the tables on Forms R-28 and R-29.
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